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FOREWORD

The objective of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act

of 1965, Title I, is to provide special education programs for the

most educationally disadvantaged children in school attendance areas

of greatest concentration of low-income families. Local education

agencies have developed and implemented programs on the premise

that these programs were of sufficient size, scope, and quality to

give reasonable promise of substantial progress toward overcoming

educational handicaps. To determine progress, we rely upon evaluation,

an important part of the process of education. Through evaluation,

pupils strengths and weaknesses are diagnosed, educational practices

are examined and plans are developed to more effectively meet our

objectives.

This report is a summary of the progrers being made in the

development and implementation of programs for the educationally

disadvantaged being offered by the Wisconsin schools during the

1965-66 school year. The contents may be used to advantage by schools

participating in these programs as well as those who are planning to

participate in the future. We are forwarding this report in an

effort to share ideas with you. It is my hope that every person who

is involved in the development or operation of these programs will

find information that can be used in = effort to fulfill his

responsibility to the educationally disadvant ed.

(7

Willi C. Kahl
Superintendent of Public Instruction
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PREFACE

This report was prepared for the UWE under legislative requirement
and follows the format prescribed by that office. While certain
sections may not be clear to the reader due to the presumption within
the report that the reader is familiar with the format, it is felt
that the most pertinent information is clear to the lay reader.

This report is based on 97 percent of all Title 1, E.S.E.A., projects
in Wisconsin. While all projects, or 100 percent, were ultimately
evaluated, those not meeting the deadline for filing the ANNUAL EVALUATION
REPORT were not included in this analysis.

Unless otherwise specified, all data in Parts I, II , and III, emanate
from 543 project evaluations completed by LEAs, following the format
specified by the SEA. This figure represents 90 rercent of all
projects.

Non-operational projects or those which did make fiscal expenditures
but which were not able to become operational and actually serve
children, are evaluated as Part IV of this report

Part I, 1.Aentygljair'ormwti.on, perhaps can be clarified by defining'
"duplicated" and "unduplicated" counts. Unduplicated count represents
"actual children" while duplicated count, or total number of Title
participants is not a "head count." That is, one child may be
participating in a reading project and a separate health project,.
In the unduplicated count, Item A. 1.2., such a child would be counted
as one. On Table II, such a child would be counted as two.
Questions regarding Items 6 - U are apparent for the tables indicated.

Milwaukee's projects are evaluated in a separate section because of
the magnitude of.the city's population and Title I allocation. It was
felt that inclusion of a major city within the total state report
could add such disproportionate numbers of children, appropriations,
staff, etc., to the total report that data would be unrealistically
skewed. Further, in considering areas of questioning, where no
weighting was given, (e.g., Was personnel a problem? Yes? No?)
Milwaukee's problems would be given equal weighting with the smallest
school district in Wisconsin. While the problem of weighting and
ranking remains in any state-wide analysis, the special treatment of
Milwaukee does provide less distortion of the parameters than might
otherwise be the case.

The discrepancy between the total number of pr jects approved in
Wisconsin and the total number analyzed for evalvation purposes is
explained in that projects received after the deadline for reporting,
while evaluated on an individual basis, were not included in any formal
report,

Because of the special nature of the state schools and. institutions
funded in the program, they too, were excluded from this report.



Appendices are not included in the report as in most cases the LEA
has received them previously, or they are somewhat irrelevant to
local interests. However, all appendices are availa.le upon
request from the Title I office.

As a technical consideration, it should be noted that unless
otherwise specified, the computational and rounding errors are less
than one-half of one percent. All percentages are rounded to the
nearest unit.

Major responsibility for preparation of the state report was
assumed by Ann D. Clark, Supervisor, Research and Evaluation,
Title I, Division of Instructional Services, Department of Public
InstrvIction.

WISCONSII DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
DIVISION OF INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES

Rupert C. Van Raalte, Assistant Superintendent

Russell C. Mosely, Coordinator
Federal Instructional Programs

Frank N. Brown, Administrator, Title I
Elementary and Secondary Education Act

ACEREVIATIONS USED IN THE BODY OF THIS REPORT

ESEA - Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1.96,-.

Public Law 89-10.

SEA - State Education Agency. In Wisconsin, the Department of
Public Instruction; Division of Instructional Services,
Title I Office, 137 East Wilson Street, Madison, Wisconsin

5373

LEA - Local Educational eney.

CAA, C - Co mnity Action Agency, Community Action d rogram.

The specific reference is to the rograms der the direction
f the Office of Economic 4 portunity.

CESA - Cooperative Educational Service Agency. Nineteen such
regional agencies are established in Wisconsin.



PART I: IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

NAME: Ann D. Clark

POSITION: Supervisor, Research and Evaluation Title I milmA4

STATE: Wisconsin

PART II! SHORT ANSWER SECTION

Part A: Program and Description

1. Unduplicated count of public school children
ihvolved in program.

2. Unduplicated count of non-Public children
participating.

3. Number of projects serving an area within an
approved CAP.

4. Total amount of money approved for LEAs with an
approved CAP.

5. Now many projects provided services for none
pUblic'ehildren on the following bases:

6.

'Dual enrollment during regular school day.

Other Bases.

See Table S., Part II, Item e.

See Table S.; Part Item e,

'See Table S.; Part III It

9 See Table S., Part 119 It

10. See Table S. P II, It e.

11. See Part 115 It II, Table I.

61,552

12,923

56

Not available
at this time *

None in Wisconsin
See Appendix XIV
for projects with
"Shared Time"

Refer to Table S



PART II
4 This table refers to the evaluation design, or how an LEA

Item 11, expected to show progress, academic or otherwise. Choices
were previously delineated 1111 the original federal guidelines.

Table 1

Evaluation Total
Sample Percent * Number

of .1 ' of
Evaluation Desi n Pro eats Total Projects

(1) Two group experimental design
using the project group and a
conveniently available non-project
group as the control.

(2) One group design using a pretest'and
posttest on the project group to
compare, observed gains or losses
with expected gains. 20

One group design using pretest and/or
posttest scores on the project group
to compare observed:performance
with local, Late, or national
groups.

4)., One groUp design using test data on
the:project group to compare observed
performance with expected performance
based upon data for past years in the
project. school, 18 3 ,20

5) One group design using test data on
the project group, but no .comparison
data. 102 19 112

6) OtheT By 96 +32

37
<1.1 :

. 15

220

112 21 123

25

In the "Other" categwry, the most frequea explanation was that a combination
of designs was used. For example, a cultural entichment'Project might have
used a standartlized achievement test.in design (3),"bUt may have also used
a locally devised questionnaire falling into design 'category (5), with the
result that the LEA chose the classification, "Other".

fi

A few projecto Indicated an evaluation "design".was beyond-their capabilities,

or that. they did not understand the catego ies.

The"U own" category reransents those projects received too late to be
included in this analysis, or which provided undecipherable answers.

The "+32" of the "Other" category refers to non-operational projects

included in a separ te analysis.



PART III:

1. OPERATION ANA SERVICES:

lit a jew patagtaphip incticae the typea aekvicea that the
State Educational Agency has provided to Lout Educational
Agent e4.

(This question is more thoroughly answered in the report
Descri tion of Program Organization and Administration, filed
eptember 26, with the Dtvision of Program *pera ions, John

F. Hughes, Director; Appendix I of this report.)

Continuum of Service

. . .

The SEA in Wisconsin has provided a wide range of services to
LEAs. The most immediate service was one of consultation prior
to project application. This included ont4-to-one conferences

. with supervisors and administrators, as well as visits to schools
for consultation'vith total staffs. Assistance in project
application was provided by the SEA staff of supervisors who
also approved projects and subsequently provided supervision,
as well as continuing special consultation. Evaluation assistance
was provided along the same continuum.

Regionae Meeting'

A series of regional evaluation meetings was . provided in the
first year of Title I, as well as meetings on a 19 region
cooperati% e educational agency basis. Detailed description
of these meetings is described in Appendix I, page 8. Special
publications were available 'to the schools through the SEA.
(Appendix II ) Other general assistance was provided through the
Department of Public Instruction, in addition to the Title
staff, Appendix I, p. 7.-9.

Inatitution6 o4 Highek Leap tng

The SEA, encouraged cooperative use of the universities and
colleges in Wisconsin; and the University of Wisconsin Extension
Service provided special assistance, further described in
Appendix II I.



Adviaoty 13oaAd

The SEA has appointed an Advisory Board of representatives
from various LEA interest groups. This Board and its individual
members have been available tf' consult with both LEAs End SEAS.
see Appendix IV.)

2. DISSEMINATION:

(a) Ve 6c.kike how tome. pitojecto ape. diAmeminating

(1) To otheA Zocat agencie6

LEAs are not currently disseminating "data", using
the term in its precise definition, to other LEAs,
except by special request. LEAs are sharing materials
which have been found useful in in-service meetings
and are exchanging ideas t conferences and meetings.
Several LEAs plan to publish the results of their
projects in educational journals, however. It is
planned that the articles will then be disseminated

through the SEA.

(2) To the State Agency

OD we

Data is reported to the SEA thvough the pro.iect application
and ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT, Appendix V.

ikscit-ibe State gan4 and almangement6 6oh. climeminating
inionmation on inomi4ing educational. p4actice4.

The SEA has disseminated a series of publications to
LEAs (Appendix II) and is currently preparing a publication
of locally devised evaluation instruments. SEA has partic-
ipated with several institutions of higher education and
federally funded projects in developing publications. The
SEA. has held four regional conferences for dissemination
of information arising fr the National Conference on
Education of the Disadvantaged, as well as from LEAs.
The proceedings of these conferences are also being
disseminated in mimeographed form. Also, tape recordings of
the meetings are available from the SEA.

3. EVALUATION:

(a) Ve4c4ibe a44i4tance pia 4 ha4 ptovided to tome agenciea
ion evatuation.

See Appendix jt, page b., plus Appendix VI.

(b) Lat the named and = e4 oi sl 4 e
p l y onnet invved

pnova.ing elm& n a64.1.4tance.

See Appendix I, page 5, Ann Clark.



(c) List the namea, tittea, and inatitationa 04 ageneiea o as
conauttanta invotved in moulding et:actuation co4i4tanee
to the 4e.

At the present time, no consultants are providing evaluation
assistance to the SEA. However, consultants were utilized
in evaluation conferences. (See kyoendices I and VI) At the
local level agencies have utilized assistance from institutions
of higher education. Approximately 172 projects, or about
27 percent, report a direct connection with an institution
of higher education in Wisconsin. In some instances in-service
speakers have been obtained outside of the state. No contracts
have been issued to private evaluation agencies, to the
knowledge of the SEA.

(d) Evaluation dostign,

Refer to Table 1.



4. MAJOR PROBLEM AREAS

(aJ Undet each oti the iattowing 'categatie4, deaensitie

pubton4 encountmed by rm. State in ackniniAtexing the
Tittefl 114°040:

(1) Reviewing Ptopalata

While many of.the concerns to be listed within these
four areas of major problems have.now been salved, or
somewhat resolved, after the first yeses operation of
Title they are listed here in order, to give a total
picture of the' first year of operatiOn, and perhaps to
prOvide information for pre-planning in other innovative
programs being considered for establishment, so that
the same difficulties might be avoided, rather than faced
as problems.

Lack of Time Leh Manning

Perhaps the tritest and yet most hampering of all the
problem areas within Title I was that the law was passed
with such haste that few states or schools, if any,
were ready to accept and operationalize its potential.
Only percent of projects in Wisconsin were able to
begin in the fall semester of the first year funds
became available. This situation must be constantly
kept in mind wrile reviewing other problem areas,
For example, staff lacks might not have been so glaring
if more time foe planning had been available.
Similarly, problems involving the ambiguity of guidelines
migb have beet solved before reaching the field, if more
planning time lad been available.

Detalj in G4anta

The delays in determination of basic SEA grant provided
rurther obstacles t state and local operation in the
early stages of Title I. The lack of policy from
the UWE as to procedures prior to allocation of
funds provided more confusion at all levels. Further
delays accrued when it bec 9,re necessary for the
SSA a uinistrator to review each project to be
appro ed. (Again; lack f staff and previously re.
ferred to problems is relev t here,) As is
discussed in the Section, Part IVe NON.OP TIONAL
PROJECTS, some LEAs viewed these delays as the
reason their projects did not become operational.



Lack ci Stai6

The lack of staff, and/or lack of trained staff, at
both the state and federal levels seemed to be a major
obstacle to early operation. There was no "degree"
available for administering federal programs for the
disadvantaged. Few people were identified as
knowledgeable in the area. As a result, very little
leadership was available at either state or federal
levels. Snap judgments were made of necessity, but
the quickness of jaient was not necessarily the
problemrather snap ju,ients based on almost total
inexperience led to serious complications at the local
level. Few persons in federal and state administrative
positions chose or were able to make clear-cut decisions
as to policy affecting programs or guidelines for
operative aspects within programs.

Gaidelitt" ea

The lack of guidelines prior to the amilability of
funds, and the lack of clear-cut guidelines 'are two of.
the most criticized areas within the Title I program.
Where areas of ambiguity existed in the guidelines,
problems immediately arose. Where state policies
differed from federal policies, conflicts arose.
While this is not to imply that any program ever is
without difficulty in this sphere, it is felt that
guidelines must of necessity be "field-tested" and
developed prior to adoption for operation programs.

Cevt,iette V

The amount of professional time necessarily devoted
to details such as checking of budget figures,
completion of all forms, etc., was a frustrating
obstacle in the period of early operation. Supervisors
charged to review pLoigami fo d themselves forced to
check fiscal matters, advise on evaluation procedures,
and even suggest routes for hiring personnel. While
this proble was viewed as h upering at the time,
it was necessarily h died in order to facilitate
operational projects. It did serve as a learning.
experience, enabling the professional staff to know
more exactly what its secretarial, clerical and
accounting needs would be for Fiscal Year 1967.

et

.41



Reg.ionat ©4 Lice

The uncertainty of the SEA and the USOE as to the role
of the regional office in line/staff organization,
provision of service to the SEA, decision-making,
and similar activities has posed an area of questioning,
if not a problem of major concern.

Connunicatton

It is felt that there is a lack of adequate two-way
communication between federal, state, and local agencies
on the application forms, policies, and procedures. The
information on the forms is not adequate, we believe,
for providing the reality of project operation.
Realizing that it may not be practical to revise the
forms each year, it does seem reasonable to recommend
that a constant review of the project application forms
be made especially during the early years of the program.
Such a review and recommendation have been made by Title I
personnel in Wisconsin. This study was made with the
best interests of the program in mind and with a hope
of favorable consideration by the USOE.

it



(2) Operation and Setvice

Relation 4 to °the& State Agencie6

The SEA has maintained extremely good working
relationships with the Office 'of EconoMic Opportunity
as noted in a separate section titled "Coordination of
Title I and Community Action Programs." This can be
attributed in large measure to the cooperative efforts
at the administrative level.

A working relationship has been maintained in Wisconsin
for may years between the Wisconsin Welfare Department
and the Department of Public' Instruction at various
levels and in connection with various activities. This
cooperation has increased as a result of the involvement
of the Division of Mental Hygiene in JP. L.' 89-313.

The Governor's Committee on Coordination of Federal
Aid Administration maintains an interest in all
Federal aid programs operating in Wisconsin. It seeks
to inform other agencies and is in a position to inform
the public through its compilation and limited publication
of description of the various programs that can and are
receiving federal funds.

Wisconsin has a very active Board of Public Health. Some
of the health services being funded under E.S.E.A.,
Title g h ve caused some concern on the part of the Board
in view of their great interest in the health problems
of the state.

She Depaittmentat and
aggee Pkocedme Pueedent4

Lack of staff has become a foregone conclusion in any
statement of problems relative to Title I. Stenographic
staff is particularly a problem, in that the need for
such assistance in this particular federal program is
much higher than in most state programs, due to the
additional burden of local and federal agencies to
report to, as well as c stant communication with
interested gencies withi the department, the more
involved applicati »n pr cedure 9 higher volume of
mail, etc. A survey of secretarial tier@ involved in
the processing f one pr ject ap rlication9 that is9
checking to see that all the pages are in, checkin
computation, checking fir signatures, etc., involves
an average of one hour per project. This is time spent
before any profession .1 staff sees the project. If
correspondence is necessary, for example, the average
hour may be expanded to include receipt of the



correspondence, a duplication of the checking pr cess,
and, hopefully, filing and referral to the supervisor
at that point. The ratio of secretaries to supervisor*
could be considered to be as high as 1 3/4 to 1. It is
anticipated, however, that much of this problem can be
resolved with the establishment of a 1 to 1 ratio.
This problem is being given careful consideration

. corrective action is anticipated.

Similarly, the need for conferences with several
representatives from individual school districts in
the Title I office with supervisors requires some
restricted, at least, even if not entirely private and
separate, office space.

While private or semi-private offices may be desirable
for improved efficiency, it is recognized that Title I
personnel are part of the Department of Public
Instruction and are subject to the policies and pro-
cedures governing the department. With the policies
and procedures of the department being reviewed
constantly, it is anticipated that everything possible
will be done to improve the efficiency of this program.

Another departmental policy has been to place the main
basis for evaluation of on-going programs primarily
on field visits and supervisory reports as a means of
communicating with local educational agencies. These
reports have also been utilized administratively to
maintain a working knowledge of the supervisors' areas
of emphasis and visitations. Although there is a desire
to have the department operate as a unit, there is a
recognition that differences do exist among programs and
that variations in administration may be necessary
for most effective operation.

Title I has evaluation of program content and, effectiveness
"built-in." Much of the information included in the
project description filed with the application and the
annual evaluation requirement constitute a substantial
part of the total evaluation procedure. While this process
varies somewhat in degree from that of what might be
called "regular" supervision, there is similarity. in both
instances, data presented in written firm as well as field
observationss conferences, etc., are part of the total
evaluation process. The degree .f difference is being
explored. Ch r,ges, if any are t be m de, will depend on

y which will be c nclud d after
rural operating conditions. One major
eration involves that of informing

the results of a stu
. observation under n
aspect of r= normal
the LEA tkf its basic gra t pri r to the beginning of
a fiscal year. If LEAs'have an opportunity to plan projects
and the SEA has the opportunity to approve them prior to the



start of a school ye , such a plan will have
Implications for the evaluation of the present
operation of SEA, Title I staff. In view of the
fact that a number of factors, as stated in this report,
have hindered the operation to date, it is difficult
after such a short period of operation to determine
what effect precedents for SEA operation will have upon
the functions to be performed by the Title I staff

The SEA Assist = t Superintendent who heads up the
Division of Instructional Services which includes Title
is kept informed relative to the operation of this program.
This interest and close cooperation is j,aintained
not only for the purpose of keeping informed but with
the idea of making changes which will improve the peration
Of the program.

Baseline O/L AdministAative CoSt4

While administrative costs during the first year f
Title I operation were adequate for peration of the
program at in appropriate level, no guarantees or minimums
for state administrative costs were incorporated into
legislation. As a result, Wisconsin finds itself in the
position of facing reduced allocations, but being
committed to the existing staff, and considers the
existing staff minimal for continuing operation. This
problem will be more thoroughly covered in the l906-67
evaluation report, but is cane which should be considered
immediately.

Impact ,

Few state dep rtments or local school districts were
in position to conceptualize the magnitude and imp ct
of the Title I program and its role in the school. Few
agencies were able to radically change progrzirs r
existing organizational procedures. Few agencies were
in a position to realize the opportunities for
utilizing Title I as a. model of federal-state coordination
within an educational departm nt. Pew agencies were
a le to coordinate fiscal functi ns, data processing
pr cedures, and general supervis ry functions, let 1 ne
visualize radical reorganization possible under the
flexible a inistrative structure *f Title I. Perhaps
the i jor problem f the impact of Title 1 is that in ma °.y
cases its imp ct his been to enforce stereotypes and
it has succeeded in only a minority of cases *f enforcing
true innovation in education -:1 agencies.

13
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Finan

The fin cial problems involving Title I projects c
be placed in three categories:

a. The tendency to request more uoney than needed for
the quarter. (In all fairness, however, the inability
of companies to fill orders was partly responsible
for s not spending as much during a given period
as anticipated.)

b. Placing of proposed expenditures in the proper line
items. (For example, there was much confusion
regarding supplies, instructional materials, and
equi t.ent.)

c. Generally iw ,equate record keeping included:
a misunderstanding of procedures for liquidating,
confusing basic grant with approved amount of
project, desire to transfer money from one project
to another without proper consent, failure to
keep reports in proper sequence, and lack of
understanding relative to making corrections.

While the above problems have been a nuisance, they are
not as serious as one might expect. Through constant
review of the reporting procedures and a much closer
observation f all accounting procedures, many of
the above problems began to disappear near the end of
Fiscal Year 196,-66.

It should be pointed out that delvs of one kind or
anotier also have a marked influence on the accounting
procedures. r;ome LEAs fear there might not be enough

ney to gi arovInd; thus, they try to get as any
dollars as they can when making quarterly requests.
There are others who, during the rush, misunderstood
the procedures and did not request any funds, thinking
that all purchases, services, etc.' should be completed
before payment licald oe approve&



(3) Ev on

The task of collecting data on the many divergent
aspects of Title I, on a state-wide and ultimately
nation-wide basis is, of course, behemoth in itself.
Choice of data to be collected, format for collection,
methods of providing consultative services and evaluation
assistance, data processing procedures, andim y other
decisions having to be made on "snap" basis have
provided a series of probl s.

Gukielinea

More specifically, the lack of guidelines d formats
for evaluation prior to the end of the school year
was considered a primary problem. Because of the
unavoidable lag between USOE's issuance of guidelines
and the SEA's implementation of appropriate instruments
for collection, LEAs were necessarily handicapped.

Further,' the USOE's funding of activities such as the
contract to the National Training Laboratory of NEA
for a manual on evaluation to be available in summer
of 1966, and not having distributed such a manual in
spite of national publicity that such would be available,
is questioned at the state and local level, and certainly
becomes a problem. (If the draft of the recent guide
to evaluation is the result of the NEA work, credit
should be given to that'group.)

Peuonnet

The lack of personnel trained to evaluate provides
another obstacle at federal, state, and local levels.
An evaluation specialist (if such a person exists)
must have a knowledge of educational measurement,
experimental design, statistical procedures, develop..
mental psychology, the nature of the disadvantaged
child, a f:tiliarity with data processing procedures,
the ability to relate to untrained personnel responsible
for evaluation in the field, and a familiarity with
bureaucratic procedures, d personnel involved in
such bureaucracies. Few guidelines are available to
such persons, even if they existed. Measurement
specialists, as well as independent co p ies, were
poorly equipped to handle the ultitudinous needs of
evaluation of Title I. As a result, inadequate
measurement devices were r-,,prat during the first
year, standardized tests were used in many inappropriate
circumstances, little "hard" data was collected, and
misuse of evaluative information was not infrequent.



Comma y. o6 DATA

A major problem in evaluation ha3 been that of the
incomparability of projects and resultaht evaluative
data. Individual projects, even when emphasizing a
similar program--reading, for example--were divergent
in objectives, emphasis, implementation, type of
teachers, time, duration, type of children served,
criteria for inclusion, and many other variables.
While diversity is certainly a positive element
within Title I progr ilsvoertain standards for test
administration, 'certification of teachers, minimal
program criteria., etc., are needed before meaningful
comparisons can be made. While such provisions are
being implemented during the current operational year,
for,purposes of the first year, attempts to reconcile
comparability gaps were not a major effort.

StanclaAdiied. it4t.4.
. .

Frequently, the standardized test is considered as
being a base of comparability of Title I projects
because of the assumptions inherent in the standard:-
intim process. However, many of those same
assumptions make the base inappropriate for all phases
of Title X.

While it. is beyond the scope of this item to discuss
cultural bias, inadequacies of existing normative
data, etc., the point .to be made is that projects
Such as the NEED ASSESSMENT, INSTRUMENT COMPILATION
AND DEVELOPMENT OF.RELEVANT NOR?S TO FACILITATE LOCAL
EVALUATION OF TITLE I PROGRAMS, PhOPOSAL OF THE
INSTRUCTIONAL RESEARCH ORATORY, UNI ITY OF
WISCONSIN, concentrating on re-norming of existing
deVicei, developing new instruments, and studying the
measurement problems within Title I schools should be
given serious consideration at the USOE level; and the
USOE'may appropriately provide leadership for and impetus
to those individuals -concerned with educational mear.mrement
.to meet, or initiate, progr s at least to investigate
evaluatio seeds for. the disadv taged.
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Other problems which could. be listed iraere appear
elsewhere in more deta1.44 relationships with non-
public schoolS (see Part I, Item 9), development
of appropriate objectives (see Part III, Rat 8),
recognizing the needs of disadvantaged ehi;Idr'eit
(iee*Part IXI, Item 8), and misconceptions astb
the -scope of legislation "(see: part I /, Item 5),

A problem perhaps not adequately in another
section is the lack of trained or appropriately oriented
personnel at all levels in the LEA. Professional staff,
suchas reading specialist's, teachers trained' with
disadvantaged children, psychologists, social workers,

a,perenniaI probleM in any program,- .However,
Title: "I' added new- diiensions to staff inadeqUacies.
Administrators, although not in short supply,4ere
frequently not attuned to the needfor change and
-innovation in Title I.. Many were unduly concerned by
the aspect of reporting evaluative..data as specific
ad.ltb0. required under Title I.. There was 'a shortage
of itdministratilie.ipersOnriel able and/or willing to
acquire, the may skills necessary for flexible and. effective adminiistratiOn- of Title in

. evaluating the needs of group of .children now
recognized .as a national woblem, skill in writing
projects acceptable to federal and state officials,
skill in relating to the rest of their staff the
importance of Title I activities, skill in evaluating
programs where specialized evak,rition staff was not
available, skill in fiscal accounting, skill in
reading "between the guidelines", and numerous
undefinable assets for effective local administration
of Title I,



V. RELATION OF TITLE I TO OTHER TITLES

Now one gm& on Tie 1 being weed in connection utitit:

fa) Title V

Title V funds have been used by the state mew to strengthen
its leadership capacity. In this respect, the SEA has funded
new positions in the areas of pre-school, social work, research,
and finance, which improve the ability to promote the intent
and purposes of Title :I apart from the direct application
funding procedure. The SEA is funding positions in the finance
section which. may assist audit procedures under Title I.
Research and innovation Title I personnel are occasionally
involved in consulting with administrative staff for the
Title I projects. .Use of Title V funds in data processing
has enabled utilization of this resource for processing as it
relates to Title I finance, evaluation and application.

According to the Deputy State Superintendent of Pubic
Instniction, such use of Title V hinds points 'out the successes
in cooperation. Perhaps the only probled area cencerns the
lack of enough money to develop supporting personnel for all
areas. It is apparent that with the vast needs of the
Wisconsin State Department of Education, the funds under
Title V are inadequate to develop thy: agency-totally in any
one.or several fields -- consequently, in Wisconsin, Title V money
is primarily focused into areas in which the Department is void
of any technical assistance and leadership, and not having
adeqUate funds readily available from other sources. Therefore,
use of Title V funds to assist in Title I activities has
ben somewhat minimal.

v



INTER-RELATIONSHIP OF TITLE I WITH OTHER TITLES OF E S E A.

How aft iuird4 eon. Tate 7 being wed in connection with:

(a) Titte

There are 15 projects that list a relationship to Title II,
E.S.E.A, It is known, however, that while the relationship
is not A pecified in a number of other projects, Title II
funds are serving as part of the support to the improvement
of opportunities to the educ tionally disadvantaged. In

a few cases, Title II funds have been directed to special
centers created as Title I projects.

Frequently, in meeting a broad need for materials to serve
the general pupil d teacher populations Title II funds
have served children involved specifically in Title I
projects.

An example of such coordination is the establishment of a
materials center at Keshina through a Title I project and the
allocation of an additional $5,000 for materials for that

specific school, from Title II funds. This is a part of the
Shawano Public Schools. The success of this particular
project cannot be ascertained at this date, since completion
of the building and of delivery of materials has been slow.

According to the administrator of Title II, E.S.E.A., such
an example represents the type of successes. achieved in the
coordination of Titles I and II, While no major problems
seem to have presented themselves during this year's operation,
consideration should be given to the provision that Title I
funds can be used for instructional materials, and that
Title II funds may well be more urgently needed to serve the
needs of groups not included in any other category or
special aid groupta., the gifted.



Ma me Tit& 14and4 bang med with T. to III and. IV?

(d) Tittea III and TY

Funds under Titlei/1 ESEA, are allocated and funded
directly to a local School district or intermediate agencies
by the federal government. Whatever cross-over of funds
between Title I and Title III does occur is through the
federal-local contract and procedures. From time to time
the SEA is involved in the development of projects with LEAs
in which we suggest the proper flowing of fuads if, in fact,
the program under Title III is directed to educationally
disadvantaged children.

Title IV funds, of course, are also a direct federal allotment

to local agencies for research purposes. Only the U. S.
Office of Education would have any ability to control the
application of Title IV funds to the educationally
disadvantaged population or Title I.

Most of the grants under Title III in Wisconsin have been of
the planning and development variety rather than operational
grants. The ability of the local school district to mount
effective Title In proposals depends, in large part, upon the
kind of technical assistance that the state, agency can give
to such districts. The direct field help that is offered by
the U. S. Office of Education outside of guidelines and
Title III does not provide for much face-to-fageassistance.

The utilization of Title IV by school districts is minimal
at this time. The sophisticated procedures for writing
proposals to the U. S. Office of Education under Title IV
are beyond the research and capacity of local school districts
in many cases. As a result, we find institutions of higher
learning writing most of the proposals and receiving them
rather than local school districts.



(b) Reccaniendation6 ion change

there is difficulty in allocating and flowing funds from
different titles which have different sources of control
and procedures in order to maximize the-effect on the
disadvantaged, population. The USOE to local school
district relationshipo in Titles Illand-IV do not enable
the state to m nse the kind of relationships it might
if they cane through the state.

As each state contemplates the use of its Title V funds,
personnel from the U. S. Office are qUick to point out that
these funds can be used for every purpose of the other
Titles of the Act. The amounts of money available under
Title V certainly do not lend themselves to developing
the supporting personnel for all the other titles that
officials in the U. S. Office would recommend.

Title V is the most flexible of all the Titles under the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act and provides increased money to state
educational agencies to enhance their leadership potential.
Without question, it is acoompained by a minimum of regulations
leaving the state to determine which of its programs it needs
to develop. It is also apparent that the vast needs of the
state department of education and the sources of funds under
Title V are inadequate to develop the agency totally in any one
or several fields. Our own Title V money is flowing primarily
into areas in which the department is void of any technical
assistance and leadership rather than the fleshing out of
the administrative capacities of Title I or Title, III.

6.



6. COORDINATION OF TITLE I COMMUNITY ACTION PROGRAMS

(a) Number o pxoject4 in ,the tocat, educationat agencies
4cAve an aAea when time 44 an apptoved Community Action
PAogAarn.

,There are approximately 56 projects in s that serve an
area in which there is an approved Community Action Program.

(c) What action ha4 been taken at the .state tent to 4n4cifte
.'e'coolaimation and coopeution between ,Titte ,1 apeticant4 and

-Community Action Agenciea at the .tocat tevet, (,cictude
netation4hip with State Teehnicat 444Atance Agency.)

'The SEA has worked closely with the Director of the. Office
of Economic Opportunity, r s' well as local directorCO
CAA a and CAPs. Appendix , II, b., describes the-...
specific procedures under the working relationship. The
'joint memorandum referred to as Appendix III is included
as Appendix VII.

In addition, CAA regional representatives are:included on the
Title I mailing list for conferences and other special
activities. In the recent series of conferences, four
directors were invited to participate as discussion leaders.
(See Appendix VI, Conference Agendae!) A list of Community

- Action Agencies is included as Appendix VIII.

Cooperation of the local CAA agency was rated by Title I
LEAs as

Very cooperative 68%*
Fairly cooperative 20%
Disinterested 12%
Not Cooperative less the 1%



In interpreting the responses to ranking cooperation, it is
suggestive that much more e ihasis on cooperation and mutual
understanding is needed.

C liance with the "Statement by C .unity Action Agency" has
been the first success in securing CAA-LEA cooperation. In
Wisconsin, success has been moderate in the sense that the CAP
agencies have only been in operation approximately one year, and:.
many school districts were relatively unaware of the existence
and /or function prior to the Title I compliance section. However,
great success has been gained in the sense of making the CAA and
LEA mutually aware of the possibilities for coordination and
reinforcement with their mutual programs. Several CAA directors
have sought out Title I directors to explain their position of
reinforcement and cooperation, rather than the misperceived, in
may cases, role of "approval" or "disapproval." Similarly,
school administrators or board members
have in some cases been in the CAP Boards of Directors.

(d) According to the State Director of CAAs, there are no
immediate recommendations for revising legislation concerning
CAP - Title I.

Undoubtedly the two acts will be used in a
reinforcing manner in fiscal year 1967 than
in the previous year Since there are pre-
school child development projects under
Title I of the education act, as well as
Title II of the Economic Opportunity Ant
this kind of interrelationship or inter-
action is becoming intensified. There are
some instances where it is possible that
Title library services, and vocational
aids may be provided as adjuncts to the
anti-poverty projects being developed by
the CAPs.



5. IMPLEMENTATION OF SECTION 205 (a) (l)

(a) In couleA 06 pneux ee, desexibe the types o puject6 that
weAe not appkovallee when pat 44W:toted.

(1) In (oda of puttaitenee, deb e the canon tni.6eoneeption4
oi5 toed edueatiowa tzgeneie6 commix' g Titee T.

It is difficult to separate,"types of projects which were not
approvable" from "misconceptions about Title I" as, obviously, the
misconcel2lons led to certain inappropriate project applications.
When the misc ceptions were corrected, projects were modified
accordingly by LEAs.

However...

(b) The primary misconception was: Title I provided general
aid to education and the disadvantaged children, as en
afterthought, could be included in the improved general
activities.

(a) Projects to fend,ineservice activities for the entire
school staff c e under this category. Physical
education activities, such as buying baseball
equipment, building a sw ing pool, expanding play-
ground equipment, etc., were some of the unapproved
projects which were resultant from this misconception.

(b) Another general misconception was that the-Title I funds
could be used extensively' to support nonemblic programs.
The continuum of misunderstanding was broad in this category.
Non-public schools could have their own Title I projects--
Title I equipment could be based in the non- public school--
non- public children could be transported with Title I funds- -
and similar ideas were prevalent in the early stages of the
act.

(a) Projects were received fr non- public schools
independently of the public schools in the area, noway
complaints were voiced when LEAs necessarily limit&
non-public control of equiveent and perseauel funded
under Title I, erroneous news media reporting compounded
misinformation, and existing state laws, enelear in
some aspects of the relati nship of the public and,
non-public schools provided more confusion.

(b) A third misconception was relative to the extent of equipment
purchased unEgr Title I. Some few schools viewed the act as

'a. chance t' tse eqpicuent for the total ochool, d
vocational shops, provide office equipment for general
staffs etc. Others viewed the act as a chance to try new



equipments.but.falled to field tests cowares or otherwise
"shop-around" for what might be appropriate for the individual
LEA needs.

(a) Projects which exe plified kP. over -dope deuce en
equi eats equi ,sent inappropriate to project objectives,
proportions of funds spent on equifitent inconsistent with
the total appropriation, and equipment which came under
general aid to education (such as playgro d equipments
etc.) were returned for consultativn end modification.

11111

(b) The requirement for evaluation vas generally misinterpreted by
most agencies. Much concern was enhibited that a "bad" project-
or one which did not show an increase in test scores - -would
result in a loss of funds. Others felt that standardized
tests constituted the totality of evaluation. Still others
viewed evaluation as a part 02 the "federal control" being
foisted upon local schools.

(a) Projects which were considered to be inadequate in the
area of evaluation were those which relied on only one
measure (standardized or otherwise) to evaluate a
program. Others were those which gave ambiguous or
meaningless clich40 such as "teacher evaluation".

(b) Inadequate objectives provided .other area of misconception.
Some LEAs failed to reach a concrete and communicable level
in discuising educational objectives. As a result, it was
not clear how implementation and evaluation fitted into many
of the project goals.

(a) Projects with inadequate objectives but' With basically
acceptable plans for implementation and evaluation were
re-written by LEAs with consultation end guidance from
SEA supervisors, d a series of pOblications on the
writing of educational objectives was issued.

Other misconceptions, and resultant unapprovable aspects of
projects included: inclusion of too many children; projects
based on 'school rather than pupil needs; lack of in-service
training; inadequate detail or over-generalization in
describing implementation; failure to consider the establishment
of ftarget schools"; and a definition of disadvantagement or
deprivation which was inconsistent with the specifications and
spirit of the act.
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11. COMPREHENSIVE ANALYSIS

a. The most widely used methods for establishing project areas
were scho ©i surveys--this is consistent across SMSA classifications.

While it is true that Ai data can be effectively used in
most metropolitan areas, certain-concerns for confidentiality,
agency control, etc., 1* it their use in many areas. School
surveys cover a continuum of sophistication from conferences
with the school secretary to a population census of the entire
school district, as in Richland Center, Project No. 49.

c. In discussing needs for the first year of fiscal operation, one
finds that the categories of activities funded provide the
most evidence of need. (Note that Wisconsin amended the
1966-67 application form to include a section on analysis of
needs within the scope of the school and the disadvantaged
child.) The table entitled "Project Classification", Item a.
presents a list of the most prevalent activities funded, based
on the LEA's interpretation of its most pressing needs,
given the limits of funding and available personnel and
facilities.

d. This figure is consistent with Table II, per pupil costs by
SMSA classification.

See Table for item c. following.



:.

Item, c.

project Classification

guage
Includes developmes.tal reading, remedial reading,
reading centers, etc. Note: Remedial reading
psi se constitutes less th 25% of thj5 category.

Realth and Physical Education
Includes health detection and education, special
equipment, etc.

Cultural
Includes music, field trips, and lectures

Suc-rtive Services' .,-
Includeivluidance and -counseling of students .and
parents.services of social. workers'and psychologists,
vocational training.

.

Library .

,., .

Includes librarians and aides, special equipment, etc.

Handica ed Children '
Includes mentally retarded, emotionally disturbed,
physically handicapped, and gifted underachieversy
special learning disabilities, speech correction, and
language therapy.

ersonnel Ilipraeement
Includes in-service training, curriculum develo
staff increases, etc.

octal Studies
Includes history, geography, etc.

Vocational
Includes counseling, Job placement, work-study,
workshops, dropout projects, etc.

e -school.

Includes Day Care, Headstart, etc.

thematics
Includes r edial classes, etc.

eaching Method
Includes.small groups, to
special equierent, etc.

CI!

teaching, lay aides,

ea,

Miscell eons
Includes identification and diagnosis, for ex le®

Combi of%'-ffore Cate oriee

Other

Percent
of Taal

56.9%

2.3

3.1

4.6

1.1

3.6

.5

.3

2.0

2.0

01.4

202 1'

202

165



(e) The Sot,Co ptelent the 17/Unc e*. inobt eneounteked by

Local o4ii 4imptem majeet60

Probl

Equipment

Of the respondents within this category, 66
percent reportedslate arrival as the specific
probl . About 10 percent reported that
equipment was cc celled, and still another
10 percent reported that more time hould bo
spent on selection of materials and equipment,
and that the project needs were not clearly
known before ordering.

Evaluation

The major specific area in this category was
tests for appropriate measurement were not
available, 32 percent responding. Much
dissatisfaction was reported in the use of
only academically related tests. Teachers
have requested help in measuring. self-image,
motivation, etc. other response was that the
time allotted for the project before evaluation
was too ah rt. In many pr jects implementation
of a summer progr m was the only alternative
during the first fiscal year of Title I. About
25 percent of respondents felt that the time the
project r was too short for a fair evaluation.

Percent*
of Total

31%

20%

Personnel 10%

In this area one specific problem was clearway
qualified personnel were not available. Of the
respondents, 90 percent reported lack of qualified
personnel.

Pacilitios 10%

About 66 percent f the respondeAs reported
that I,4sic 1 space was insufficient, About
25 percent reported rem deling needs.



Patent*
Problem of Total

blitAte.rtment

Delays in receiving final approval
hindered swe projects. Others reported that
delays were so great that projects could not be
initiated at all. Others reported that projects
were forced to start late. '.Other considerations
included: (less than 1 percent) too much paper
work, d inconsistencies in requirements for
reporting..

Cc nunity Relations

9%

Design 11%

Other

Other problem areas included include:
"Need more emphasis on primary grades.",
"lack al? records (baseline data)", "Insufficient
background anZknowledge for writing projects",
"Interference with summer programs by church,
school, maintenance, farm work, etc."



T4tte Exemptalty PkojectA (1965-66)

Platteville

Summer program - 303 students (100 High School, 203 Elementary)
23 instructional staff members

Phases included:

1. Pre-kindergarten program
2. Programed reading instruction with consultants
3. Psychological and psychometric services
4. Sociological services (social worker)
6. Conservation area - field trips
7. Teacher workshop (in-service)
8. Specialists in art and physical education

Evaluations:

1. Metropolitan Reading Readiness
2. Gates Reading Inventory
J. Frostig Developmental Test of Visual Perception(

4. Stanford Achievements Elementary----
5. S.C,A.T. - Secondary--

7. I.T.E.D. - Elementary and ;Tecon-d17,

6. S.T.E.P. Secondary-----

8. Questionnaires
9. Teacher records, etc.

10. Consultant reports

creening

chievement

A program designed to meet the needs of the "whole" from early
developmental stages (pre-kindergarten) to secondary level. Use of team
teaching, programmed learning, and small group instruction--supported
by unique teaching techniques and audio-visual materials prepared for
by teacher in-service meetings prior to, and during,the operation of
the program. Supportive services designed to alleviate social and
physical problems of disadvantaged children were: health serVices,
social worker services 'home visits included), psychometric and
psychological erices. These would seem appropriate for emphasizing
the Weventive" aspect of teaching disadv Caged children.

Lastly, enrichme t areas were provided through field trips, and the
services of a physical ed catio instructor and an art instructor.
All were judiciously wlveTs into the progr



Tie I Exemptcmy Ptojecta (continued)

Sparta

Alleviation of Educational Deprivation through Diagnosis and Hemediation
of Educationally. Psychologically, and Physically Handicapping
Conditions.

This project is designed to conduct a thorough academic, psychological,
physiological and sociological evaluation of underachieving children
and to initiate procedures designed to alleviate the causes for
underachievement.

This project is Phase I of a two phase program. The primary effort in
this phase is directed toward screening, testing, physical examination,
parental and child interviewing, home evaluation, initiating counseling
and/or casework sessions with both the child and parents and the
development of the academic program which will be initiated in phase II.
Phase II will be a continuation of phase I plus the provision of
specialized academic programs to meet the needs of these rthimren.

A serious and concerted effort is being made to discover, analyze, and
alleviate some of the basic psychological, emotional, and physical
causes that prevent children from succeeding in school. A very
complete and comprehensive staff of people was assembled and put to
work in a clinical situation during the summer. The staff consisted
of a part-time physician, a part-time dentist, a part-time psychiatrist,
a speech therapist, two psychologists, a nurse, five social workers,
an educational materials consultant, a director, and several secretaries.

Very comprehensive studies were made of the project children and
complete dossiers were developed. The conduct of the staffings held
on each student studied was the heart of the diagnosis. The diagnostic
summary was made and specific recommendations for remediation were
developed.

The work with t$-.e homes and parents by the social workers helped
greatly with the diagnosis and also provided immediate help in
improved attitudes and cooperation.

The work of the educational materials consultant in bringing materials
into the homes and facilitating their use seem very effective.

Ali 5f this took place during the summer and was the first phase of the
project. The remediation phase, with a reduced but similar staff,
will take place during this school year.

The project budget was $42,095 and involved 112 students grades K-12.



Title I Exen Pula& (Continued}

Juneau Project 532 $36,050.56

"An enrichment experience aimed at the potential drtpout"

As a part of increasing motivation in students in this primarily
rural area, one particular phana ©f this project was the acquisition
of livestock. by the AgricultnTai Department to be given to the care
of the student during the pe2aDd of the project. The rationale for
the project was based on several aspects of environment, expectations
of the children, parental occupations, etc., which cannot be really
summarized here, but the ultimate conclusion was that these children
seldom leave the area permanently, and a large majority will go into
farming. Students were given the total responsibility (with assistance
from instructional personnel) for providing shelter, maintaining
Appropriate feeding schedules, breeding, etc. One student converted en
abandoned chicken house into farrowing quarters for a gilt. Another
converted a similarly abandoned farm house into the quarters for
his animal. Many persoral experiences and successful aspects of the
project cannot be dealt with ih this minimal discussion, but rosttive
gains were .analyzed more thoroughly by subjective evaluation in the
ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT.

Neenah ProlIckin $39,641.

"Development of a resource center for social studies to encourage and
assist educationally deprived senior high school students.

Because of the dislike of many of the students identified in this
project to do school reports, research-type activities, etc., a
flexible research center was set up using the most up -to -date

equipment, such as microfilm, readers, audio-visual equipment, a
contemporary magazine library, machine copiers, and carrels. Students
could come freely to the center in small groups or individually to
choose their area of interest, especially focused on contemporary
problems. The kinds of papers emanating from these activities involved
the role of the Negro in contemporary society, an interest in the
plight of the migrant, etc. A copy of an original theme resulting
from this center is attached as Appendix XV.



Title Y Exenpeoity P4ojeets (Continued)

Marshfield

The Marshfield outdoor education program funded under Title I is for
educationally disadvantaged fifth grade pupils. Educational experiences
include.activities involving a study of nature, health and sanitation
practices, and the development of skills related to outdoor
recreational activities, such as archery, boat safety, etc.

The program has been successful because of the staff and its leadership.
They have empathy for these children and gear learning experiences
accordingly.

Colfax

A tutorial and small group developmental reading program for children.
Intensive work with a teacher for 25 to 140 minutes per day. This
was followed by a library service provided for the homes of the project
students. Twenty to thirty high-interest library books sent to the
home from the school at regularly scheduled periods.

Pre - school- 'Teacher visits the homes of project children, develops
a unit, bringing educational materials (filmstrips, books (teacher
reads)). Once per week children meet at school for a visit to some
local resourcethis is followed up by the teacher as she)makes her
home visit.

Fond du Len (SualmerP,....jj_l'oect

The Fond du Lee summer project was geared to youngsters from five to
eleven years of age and was developmental in nature. The academic
program was supported by health, recreation, nutritional, and experiential
activities. The most unique phase of the program was the experiential,
in that the audiovisual department was utilized to reinforce each
activity, providing tapes, pictures, and movies, prior to and during
each of the planned experiences, thus providing the teachers with
preview and review planning and reinforcing materials and information.



fig) Ptojecta Least Likely to Achieve Objeettve6 and /ern be Weetive

Inadequate Objeetivea

As has been discussed previously in this report, inadequate
or ambiguous objectives have frequently resulted in less
effective projects than those which have clearly delineated
educationally appropriate and behaviorally- oriented objectives,
which lead) in most cases, to more effective projects.

To .y of Appn.oaek

However, more importantly, it seems that those projects
which concentrate on only one aspect, or symptoms of
educational disadv tagement are those which have had the
most limited effectiveness. That is, a project which
identifies underachievers via a reading criterion often
presumes that the ability to read better will insure school
success. Factors relative to the home environment,,health,
extra-curricular activities, community facilities, relation-
ships to other school personnel, etc., when not taken into
consideration, seem to limit the focus of the project
unnecessarily and result in limited success or positive
change in the individual child's status in academic achievement.

"Mokeoi Vie. Sam..."

Further, those projects which concentrate on an "extra
dose" of the same methods, materials, and approaches that the
child has not been responding to in the regular school program

.seenito have limited success. For example, to place an
educationally handicapped child in a remedial reading program
held in the same school, with the some teacher, and relatively
Similar materials and procedures, seems to do little other
than increase his resistance to/or lack of interest in
school progress.

Inodeq A.44e64ment

From the evaluative point of views those projects which have
not included more than just standardised testing, while

-perhaps being very successful with children, can expect to
show little success "on, paper61 s to speak. That is,
considering the m limitations of st dardined gating,
it is very appropriate to all Title t pr.,jects to include
a variety of locally devised assessment techniques. A tentative
checklist might be as follows:

z



Are the standardized tests chosen appropriate to the
project objectives?

Are students given an opportunity to assess their own
feelings bout the progr their teachers, and
activities?

Are parent's opinions and attitudes being assessed as
a part of the program?

Are non-Title I personnel given an opportunity to
assess the program as it affects the school and their
individual relationships to students in the special
programs?

Are teacher attitudes being assessed during the program?

Are objective observations (by persons not involved in
the school or Title I) being obtained?

And, are pre-and post- measures being utilized in all of
these categories, as well as intermittent measures,
time samples, and similar continuous and consistent
assesK ents .

En ern

Perhaps the most important criteria for success in a program,
as yell as the most intangible d immeasurable, is that of
the enthusiasm' of the personnel involved. Where administrative
and instructional staff re ambitious, enthusiastic, and
willing to "try anything" programs seem to be very successfUl.
Where attitudes of resistance, reactionism, and negativism
are seen, programs seem to reflect an aura of stagnation, or
at least mediocrity.

(k) The programs which are most likely to be successful seem to
be those that are positively juxtaposed to the items in (g).

A clear consideration of basic needs of the children; an
organized approach to objectives, implementation, evaluation,
and follow-up; a consideration of a total (but not "watered-
down") approach; and inclusion of those elements affecting
a child's life outside of the confines of the school seems to
constitute, if one ;aL generalize so bro y9 an effective
progr



(,L Stannaitize me-Cho& LEA6 ate uaing to develop on iincitea4e
4taits.

Impovement og the Worth Situation on Teadtelt4 29%

In about 25 percent of the responses, lay aidis were hired
as apart of the project. Twenty-five percent reported
class loads were reduced in size. Forty-eight percent
reported special equipment was purchased:to aid the teacher.

In-Setvice 22%

.
About 50 percent of the projects withtn this category included
sin- service training as a phase of activities. About 30
percent utilized in-service programs outside of the project,
and in other school districts.

Salto Gies 20%

Primarily the increase of salaries due to increased duties.
Only one project reported special rates for project staff.

Special Reckaitment 17%

A small number of LEAs reported contact with institutions of
higher learning. It is interesting to note here that while
the lack of qualified personnel was reported by respondents
as a major problem, only a small number reported involvement
in recruitment activities.

Advance Education 7%

Primarily in the form of tuition aids. While personnel is
one of the major problems in the area, little emphasis is
being placed on programs of active recruitment.

Othet 3%

It should be noted that while the above projections are based
on a signific t sample the dt.ta may indicate trends but are
not necessarily generalisoMa to a majority of school districts
in Wisconsin, ue t* the vari us nature of such districts.
FUrther, use of projects countin as "one" and equal to any
other does not provide appropriate weighting. For ex= t pie,

lack of qualified person el may in icate six vacancies in en
urban cot unity, as contrasted to one half-time person in a
smaller rural area.



It is interesting to note that while personnel was listed as
a problem in 110 projects, and waspartially, responsible for
the failure of 32 projects to become operational, less than 20
percent of project schools are aiding personnel in obtaining advanced
education.

The following table presents the most popular activities for
increasing and developing staff.

araorlawa./..m..70 me..10,14.4124.1. M.C.1.1.

Improvpment of Work Situation 418
In-service 329
Increased Salaries 286
Recruitment 243
Support for Advanced Education 103
Other 51

projects
projects
projects
projects
projects
projects.



12. ANALYSIS OF EFFECTIVE ACTIVITIES AND METHODS

In order to provide the post flexible format for reporting of
effective activities, no structured categories or alternative
responses were established, but e7 ex #.1e for each grade level

was given. It was felt that this question would allow project
participants to report the subjective data which, according to some
LEAs, had been de-emphasized in Title I evaluations. However, in

the main, response to this item tended to center on equipment
rather than actual activities. The inference may be made that
the activities emanating from, or connected with, the use of
equipment and materials are intended to be the focus of effectiveness
rather than the acquisition in itself. Perhaps a quotation from
an actual project evaluation will best exemplify this point. For
a specific project,equipment and books were listed under effective

activities. This statement followed.

Because of our previous lack of audiovisual equipment,
these children were unfamiliar with such instructional
aids; therefore, they enjoyed and responded to the new
stimuli.

Boys in particular, were fascinated with new machines.
One teen-age boy, usually mischievous and somewhat a
problem, was surprised when he played back a tape
recording of his own reading. This resulted in his
mother being invited to the class to hear him read his
part in a little play.' No big gains were made by
him on tests, but teachers felt that his attitude
toward schoolwork had changed.

Another child told the teacher that this was the first
time he had ever had a book he really liked. A gain,
a change which could not be measured by any test!



(a) For each school level listed below, cite the
activities which you judge to have been most

-(Within the general category, specific design
ranked in order of prevalence.)

(1) Early Years--

Secialnente......aidMaterialE
General Statement--Use of

"Special Equipment" (26% within
Category)

Peabody Language Development Kit
Programmed Reading Material (SRA)
Readers Digest Skill Builders, and

Similar Workbooks
Recordings (Especially for Rhythm,

Games, etc.)
Filmstrips
Overhead Projectors
Games, (Especially Word, Reading.

Games)
Round Robin Series
Experience with Chart Stories
New Books
Use of Mirrors

Home Relais
Parent-Teacher Conferences
Bringing Materials from Home
Parent-Student-Teacher Conferences
Parent-Teacher-Nurse Conferences

Health and Nutrition
Eating in Social Group
Butter and Ice Cre Making
"Tasting Parties"

EaRatlatANrIkal
Counseling
Teacher Aides
Cooperation with Public Library.
Diagnostic Testing
Health Screening (Eye, Ear, Dental)
Speech Correction
Observation of Children
Having Speci ists

patrjEtsis l Aetivitie and Techni ues
Correl ti n of Prografas Reading with

Writing)
Fiel ss Trips (60% Within Categ ry)
Art Activities
S er School
Small Gr up W rk
Oral Reading and Library Hour

five project
effective.
ations are

Percentage of
Popularity Based on
10% Random Sample

59$

.12%

3%

17%



Dramatization of Stories
Co >Kstructioi of a Farm
Studying Safety on a Bus
Puppet Shows
Use of Rd Plying as Diagnostic Tool
Psycho -Motor Activities

(2) Middle Years

Equipment Generally (27% within Category)
Programmed Reading Material (SRA)
Use of Recordings
Hi-Interest, Low Vocabulary Books
Magazines and Newspaper
Reading and Word Games
Filmstrips
Cyclo-Teacher Math
Bookmobile
Color Squares
Readers Digest Skill Builders
Travelogue

Home Relationships
Parent-Teacher Conferences
Working with Parents
Paients on Field Trips
Parents Attending Children's

Therapy Sessions
Student-Parent Conferences
Parent'Teacher-Nurse Conferences

Su;portive Services
Special Speakers
Teacher Aides
Counseling
,In-Service
Remedial Pe ding Teachers Working with

Classroom Teachers
Vurse Presenting Units of Bacteria and

Unsanitary Conditions
Testing
Health Screening

63%

10%

7%

S ecial Activities and Techni s ues 20%
Field Tri ps within Category)
Scale Models

Activities
S er Behotol

V ProSect
Free Reading Period
Puppet Bh

6



Library
Dramatic Expression
Making Soap
Mingling with Peer Group
Thought-Questions on Personal Issues

(3) Teen Years

EquipmentGenerany(201dthin Category)
Programmed Reading Materials (SRA)
Use of Recordings
Low Vocabulary, Hi-Interest Books
Films
Readers Digest Skill Builders
heading Games

Home and Family Relationshi s
Parent-Teacher Conferences
Personal Letter to Parents
H.lue Visitations
Soliciting Help of Parents in

School Activities
Parent-Teacher-Nurse Conferences

aesial'Activities and Techniques
FieldlEFF5W-M within Category)
Resource Speakers
Students Keeping Daily Journal
Students of Higher Ability Tutoring Others
Use of Leisure Time
Debates
Puppet Shows
C nstruction f Table Model Driving
Hobbies as F cus f Reading Activities

Wportive Services
Psychotherapy
Social Worker
Counseling
Individual T:',:iting

Library
Speech Correction
Picnics with Parent and Student (Including

"ion the spot" Conferences)

Health Services
Health Screening
Having reakfast
F o Health Problems



12. EFFECTIVE ACTIVITIES (continued)

(b) RA each oi the project cacao &sited daieu.64 4ttength.6,
wectime46e6, ere.

As stated in Item (a) of this section, the Oree structure
of the question format gave LEAs an opportunity to generalize
within any limitno minimums or maximums requested. The
majority of reports did not utilize this section of the
evaluation report. Several reasons seem apparent for this:

Equipment

Within the popular category of equipment it is obvious that
many of the problems and successes center around the teacher's
ability to acquaint herself with operational, procedures, most
effective utilization with groups and individuals, attitudes
toward the use of equipment, and incorporation of special
training into in-service activities.

Many comments were received that equill'Ont and materials were
misrepresented by companies. That is, Certain claims were
made that the materials were appropriate for disadvantaged
children when, in fr ©t, this was a statement based on little
or no evidence. Many orders were taken which could not be
filled. Many companies "pushed" package deals an school
districtsagain, with little basis for justifying
appropriateness to Title I. Companies generally took more
orders than they could conceivably fill.

Otha

The major problem categories discussed in two sections of this
report are generalizable to this section.



10. GENERAL ANALYSIS OF TITLE I

Gen ze about the etciectivened6 oS file 1 in enhan edu nat
oppo4tunitiea,.expetience6, achievement, and geneAat attitudeA
towatd education.

tn Education

One of the most effective aspects of Title I is its impact 04 the
attitudes of school personnel toward the importance of cultural
experiences outside of the school as essential element in a
child's ability to take advantage of the opportunities within
the school. No longer can the assumption be made that because
equality of education exists in the minds of school personnel,
that equality of education is a reality. The community without
the school confines is no longer willing to accept educational
clich& as programs, or accept hackneyed statements that the school
will foster democracy and elevate "God and Mother"

If anything, Title I has served to discipline educators to assess
purposes (objectives, perhaps) in communicabte terms. That is,
understandable to themselves, to students, to parents,and to the
community at large. Title I, in a small measure, has increased
"honesty" among school peoples and, as they have begun to define
their goals and programs realistically, creative energy has been
released for effective implementation--rather than misdirected to
ill-defined goals susceptible to chaotic implementation.

Voing

If nothing else, Title I has forced most schools to do estiet13.
relative to disadvant ed students. The money has been there--
the children have been identified -- disadv tagement is "in", not
a blight on the community - ® nd the co unity, as well as the'state,
has encouraged creative participation in the progr In other
words, Title I cannot and could not be ignored!

Spotlight on Sholitcoming6

Availability of money f s enabled schools t. aa. pit t
shortco ing without being threatened by such admissions. That is,
a school that did not hive adequate audio-visual programs could
new a it its inadequacies and supplement existing progr s under
Title I. Teachers could admit that they couldn't zequately meet

the needs .f certain children without special assistance, and
that assistance could be provided. Royever, uithin this "spotlighting"
m y schools took the mist obvious or easiest vay out, wit out
considering tirt basic c uses of the children's problems



inadequacies, d thus f.cused a symptoMatological approaches
which 4t sy have bee tinge deredby the och of cyst t itself,

*Aber than giving serious considerk,tion to basic needs and
problems of the children.

InnovatfLow. the Lack og...

It is trui that the Title I proGr s were to be innovative...
adjectives, ad infinitum end schools, we feel, seriously tried
to be innovative. However, reading program in a school that had
never had any specialized activities was, in fact, innovative
to their conceptualis tion. Mere acceptance of um-public
students into a public school program was innovative in some areas- -
according to the school's conception of innovation. However,
the lack of innovative projects--or those which introduced' a
concept or method which was new outside of the limits of the school
itselfwas, *rhaps, a we ess in Title 1. But the introduction
of progr s new to schools themselves, and Which gave recognition
to considerations of disadvant ement may, on the other hand,
have been the most innovative activity of Title I.

"How 04.4iekent 474 R J tide/tent?"

Another plbsiti-3 in an analysis ,of Title I is that educators,
while accepting philosophic lly tlle existence of educationally
disadv ntaged children, were forced to pinpoint" or try to

derstend, vhat characteristics or these childre ade the
different frca children that succeeded in azhcolv Certainly,
poverty same was not the anser--tambility t read was not the
total consideration-- health problems uere n t the rimary

I detriment to school achievetnent. In trying the generalize to
all children affected under the Title, schools now are beginning,
hopefully, t serimsly consider the differences in children that
have bee given p e t agogical lip service by educators for years;
and to c*naider vily and hog and if programs should be different

tack oil Wleaktp

The vact of Title I has pointed out an appallinzlack of
educatSOn leaders, or those leaders if eattcati sma willing to
take re6ponsibility within c program of this m aittde. While
this point is dice .sled more thoroughly under item 4. OH
PROBLEMait at be reconsidered in a general analysis of Title I.



En Tato

Across the country, from hard facts or soft data, test
scores, teacher impressions, parent reactions, finger-printed
and smudged notes from children, etc., the reaction to Title I
in general has been that it has, in fact, had a significant
impact on education, and that the disadvantaged children
are being given a greater opportunity to participate in the
existing educational system. Within the first year of
operation, with the mammoth problems, hang-ups, and a
majority of people who completely "lost their cool", the fact
that Title I got off the ground, and in addition accomplished
significant gains is pretty phenomenal!



8. COOP x TIC r OJECTS BETUMN DISTRNTS:

(al Lit and bla.eity de4aibe the 4ueeemea in developing and
.01,1 Zen coopettative ptojeet.6 5eAriseen two oft vivo, as
The primary successes i developing eoopera:Lve pr jects have

been: to %eve achieved implementation r some cooperative
projects and to enable schools with small allocations t
expand' services through po /in a allocations, or p its of
allocations., which ight tot other vise have been possible.
The cooperative projects are characteristic of rural areas
*where disadvanta,ed children are rather sparsely scattered
through districts, rather than co centrated as may be the

case in larger cities. Thus, in a cooperative project a
psychological service might be established wit an itinerant
ter serving several schools in a county Fr ea, crossing school
district lines. Also, cooperative projects have in some
instances been able to locate physically in institutions of
higher learning rather th schools mm se in order to utilize
special services which might not be available elsewhere in
the less populous regions of the state.

LiAt and Welty dewtibe the publem akea4 ,invotued

dtvetoping aid imptementing coopetative pkojectz between
two °A mite diAtAiet4.

The problem areas ire been in achieving the degree of cooperation
between o/inistrators that is recess Y y to achieve implementation

of cooperative projects. 2ach a.ninistrator in the project
must be aezured that his scho I will profit equally, and that
the services will be worth, from his point of view, the
iacre: ed itinistrative eff4rt involved in developing
cooperative prf jects. Soue a ministrators (though very few
in number) fear e operati*n may lead to consolidati n, and the
engulfing of his district within a larger district. Assurances
must be clearly given that c operati.n in Title projects in

no way ffecw reorganisation activities on state aiministrative
basis.

(e) Lhat and Wegy dui .be any ougglat2'ortz kecomandattom
Oit tevi4ing the kegataiaing CongeAtiang coop eve ptojecti
between diatia

divi ual pervioors h ve recomme dad cc perative
rojecto wherever the circumotances seem pprorriate5 and

have especially encouraged SSA repreoentativeo t take the
initiative in helping scho lo develop ouch projects. Mere
schools with small baoic grants have indicated that they
will not pply for Title I fundov a special effort has been
expended to explai the advantages f c perative prtjects.



At the present time, no specific recommendations for ch es

in legislation are suggested. Establishment of minimal levels
for projects <$2,500) seems to assure that with the local
initiative and SEA leadership and encouragement cooperative
projects will continue to be an important featnre o Title I
activities.

It is expected as the role of the CESA agency is more fi
established in the school district, and as that agency is
able to expand its service activities, greater attention will
be given to cooperative projects.

Further, as ph ing of projects bec oes more sophisticated,
it is expected that projects will become more comprehensive
and require more specialized personnel. Considering the
nation-wide personnel shortages, many school districts, of
necessity, will be more desirous of cooperative projects for
the sharing of highly specialized service personnel.



8. TABULAR DATA

(A) Gaup by pojeet obi - -_ eve4 the gve mo6t commoney Funded
Mae I pkof in you 4 e,

During the first year of Title I, the delineation of
appropriate project bjectives seemed to be one of the most
difficult tacks a ginistrators faced. This delineation was
also the one area within the project application which was
most poorly answered in a majority of cases. The reasons
for this e probably similar to reasons given for other
shortcomings in the first year of operationinadequate time,
lack of experience, lack of data regarding individual school
needs, and many other reasons.

It was further found that few projects--even though covering the
same general area, such as improving readihg skills--enjoyed
aonsistent or comparable objectives. For example, three
projects classified as having develciouental or remedial
reading programs incorporated the following as their primary
objective:

"To make better individuals and citizens."

"To increase my vocabul ry."

"To provide remedial instruction in communicative skills."

The three examples are also very "poor" objectives when
considered against the criteria of necessary elements of
educational objectives.

Thus, it was felt that little could be cc iplished by grouping
project objectives - -if, in fact, this were at all possible!

The most c patible classification seems to be that of
project type, a chosen y the LEA, and presented in questions
II, 3. d 5. of this report.

However, in an ttempt to pro vide some information for\ this./r
item, a very general grok ping is presented in Table Q,
with a s ple f objectives in order of prevalence. This
sample is based on 1 percent of all projects.

It is felt that the fiv! ont c only dad projects grouped
by objectives would not be siffiil t the five most e c only

deaf projects grouped by project classificatio



(8) Within each the 4ive egoAiea in IA) anatine the moat
common appoaehel u4ed to 'teach these obje

As in Item 8. A., preceding, it is felt that it Is not possible
to answer this question on a state-wide basis. the ajority of
projects utilized numerous approaches to achieve project
objectives, d these approaches are o-erlapping to several
objectives. All projects provided equepment and supplies
to approach stated objectives, for example. Further, presenting
a categorization of approaches was not considered conducive
to innovation and creativity in the early stages of planning
Title I Evaluation. It was felt that a concentration on
effective approaches would provide more meauingful and
obtainable (!) data. This seems to have been borne out
in the ex ple of the use of categories for objectives in
this year's operation. Most schools have elected to check the
categorized objectives instead of developing objectives
appropriate to their respective schools.

In initiating data processing of 1966-67 project applications,
many "approaches" will be ultimately analyzed, such as specific
equipment utilized and use of teacher aides; but lists of
approaches, let se, will not, at this time, be considered s

a meaningful part of the evaluation.

In order to quantify approaches, at the state level, it to
necessary to provide schools with schemes for checkin2 and/or
a clear and acceptable definition of an ppr ;ch. That is
without a scheme or criterion, one school might c nsider
SRA pro& s under the "tutorial approach t reading". An ther
sch of ight classify the trade n e as an approach within
it4elf. Further, even. a gener 1 syst fir classification
becomes too bro d for mew x,ingful terpretation. For example,
to say that ten projects utilised in-service training is not
the s e as defining in- service as the reproduction of a
speech circulated to the staff in one project, and a three-
day workshop in another proje t.
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SEA Eii vene64

In att f pting to determine the effectiveness of SEA efforts as
perceived by LEAs a ranking item was included in the evaluation.

Fifty-four percent of the respondents r ed State De = went efforts
very helpful, with 41 percent choosing fairly helpful, for a

combined total of 95 percent. Twelve respondents ranked the SEA as
disinterested, seven, not and seven, detrimental. In
analyzing the narrative a ents of the respondents in the latter
two categories, the primary reason for the ranking was delay in
project approval. In some asses these delays were listed as the reasons
projects did not become operational. (Refer to section on non-
operational projects.)

It is interesting that of those ranking the SEA as a problem
(9 percent of total projects) in the section of "Primary Problems
in Implementation," 36 pGment of that number ranked the SEA as
"very helpful," with 55 pew@Gat leanking "fairWhelpful", for a
combined total of 91 percent. Only 4. percout chose "disinterested",
1 percent "not helpful", and 2 percent, "detrimental".



n 06 P401

Projects were coded by duration of the operation by semesters.
The following chart presents the duration of project operation. The
t'Other" category represents projects not operating through a @©mplete
time block or errors in coding by the

ation

Nbroass,sweiszramampaas

all Semester

pring Semester

er

all and Spring

pring and Summer

all, Spring, and S ,,, er

her

Percent* of"
Total Projects

less than 1

26 %

46 %

less than 1 %

22 %

less than 1 % 1

4 % I

The small yercentage of projects commencing in the fall probably
reflects the ,lalk of tie for planning prior to the availabiltby
of =ds. Title I, unlike Title 111, for ex .1e had no provision,
in its inception, for planning grants; and the haste with which the
money was made ava Ile through legislative action did not allow
schools adequate time for preparation of programs. While less than
1 percent of progr s were initiated in the beginning of the school

year, about 6 percent Lad begun by the second s ester of the same
year. The high percentage of suer r school projects is in p
affected by the s 34 e factor, but is also a reflection of districts
receiving aller allocations focusing their total effort on a "crash"
s er program as t e initial pease of Title I activities.

ti



e! `.1.

1 e.

Average Daily Attendance (i IA) is n longer included in
Wisconsin enrollnrnt figures. As its pr' dry use was in
connection with determining state aids, and it 4ar been
replaced by ADM, the school districts are no Ringer required
to report ).A. This is a nati nal trend and alarge number
of states have adopted AD N alone for eporting purposes.

For purposes of this re t ADS n a state-wide basis will
not be included. However, inc rporation of ad foie the past
three years and on a c*ntInuing basis will be a part of the
data to be presented in a more thorough report the
second year 5 f Title I operation.

At the rresent time certain representative samples of
changes in absenteeism and dropouts nre included in the
Appendices (SmATpendix 2 oild. 26).

ther*.ADN for.1966 in included en a sampling basis based
on the multivariate stratification system developed or a
factor an 4. ic model with wealth and population as the
two controlling variables 2n thic sample. Samples ave
representative proportionally across the abate, and tube
sample.* according to the preliminary report on the multi-
variate stratification system is both reliable a-ad valid.

Table 5, Appendix 27 will presort available data* and serve
GO a viable be chmark Cuol) for the second year@s operatioual
report.

n by indivkluel school for 1966 is not available at thin time°
Rol/eve A by school districts is presented for 1965 and 1966
based m the tech ique previcuslw referred to.

WI .less otheruise cpecifien aistricts receive Vtle g funds.



Co. Dist.

32 0245

14 2744

09 097

05 2604

71 0203

51 5852

ADS! by School Districts for 1966 and 1965
Choices made by sampling system described
previously.

CESA School K - 8 '9 .1. 12 Elem.' Sec. Total

11. Bangor 476 216 476' 216 692

13 Juneau 801 . 384 801 384 1185

o6 Bloomer 803 480 803 480 1283

09 Howard, Suamico 1191 511 997 705 1702

07 Auburndale 563. 322. 322 885

18 Union Grove U.H.S.' ... 594 ..... 594 594

1965 DATA (Continues in respective order.)

465 224 465 224 689

803 392 803 392 1195

818 464 818 464 1282



ADI.by School Districts for 1966 and 1965
Choices made by samplii syitem described .

previously.

Co. Dist CESk School

31 0070 09 Algoma

31 2814 09 Kewaunee

13 6181 15 Waunakee

03 0903 04 Cameron

32 4095 11 Onaldika

47 1666 05 ElmwoOd

1966 DATA

- 8 9 - 12 Elem. Sec.

418 '-. 430 418 430

817 523 81? 523

505 368 505 368

456 194 456 194

987 361 826 522

512 225 512 225

1965 DATA (Continues in respective

407 411

759 497

409 365

449 172

407 417

759 497

409 365

449 172

Total

848

1340

873

650

1348

737

order.)

824

1256

774

621



Cc, Dist.

26 3486

33 2240

08 5614

42 2961

11 1736

67 1030

., ADM. by .School Districts for 1966 and 1965
0.hoieeS.Vade14f ,sampling system described
previoucly..

,

CESA School - 8 2.4-44 Elem. . Sec:: Tot.al

02

14

10

03

12..

16

#1, Mercer (Non-Title I) 163 ...... 163 ....... 163

Gratiot 201 73 201 .. 73 i 274

Stockbridge 49 144 49 144 193 .

Lena 400 231 . 400 231 631

Fa11 .jiiver 339 129 339 129 468

#15, Genesee 84 .10 .It+ 500 814 C353 MOSTA 84

1965 DATA (Coktinues in respective order. )

152

OPIMID 74

49 146

394 232

152 =KINN. 152

90)110P 74 74

49 146 195

394 232 626



ADM by School Districts for 1966 and 1965
Choices made by sampling system described
previously.

Co. Dist. CESA Sc,hool KK 8 Elam.: Sec. Total

58 5264 03 Shawano 2195 1226 1637 1584 3421

40 5355 19 Shorewood 1801 850 1467 1184 2651

06 3668 06 Mondovi 857 428 857 428 1285

52 4852 24 Richland Center 1555 801 2373 983 2356

36 6370 11 West Salem 589 347 589 347 936

13 3675 15 Monona Grove 2479 938 2479 938 3417

1965 DATA (Continues in respective order.)

2141 1225 1777 1589 3366

1781 819 1453 1147 2600

867 414 867 414 1,281

1549 793 1357 Y85 2342



"1 :
Paeause LEA reporting is nut aliays consistent'Or complete, the use
of evaluation devices including standarditeiAesting has been difficult
to evaluate, as frequently form numbers, grade levels, ete., were not
specified, The following material does present the most popular devices
within j categories by standardized device.

A more sophisticated analysis of the results of these devices, including
group means, medians, and qupePtile chenges may be included as a later
appendix...At the present time, certain representative projects which
time Wesented "hard" dita, under appropriately controlled conditions..
ylal be presented, ile this material is not presented on a scientific
sampling bitsis it is felt' that he care with whiCh it was obtained ald
concern with experimental integrity makes it more valuable then much
of the state-wide aterial.

yd.



The following shows the evaluation devices used by the local'
educational agencies© The LEAs are listed by project number.

Achievement Bat-Wu:ea

American School Achievement Tests

4 559
322 586

California Achievement Tests

4 245 367

58 337 394
66 '339 398

189 357

California Basic Skills Tests

28
145
345

416 446 549

425 484 640

441 534 647

Gray-Votaw-Rogers General Achievement Tests

43 209

199 330
209

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills

7 120 238 333 429 534
11 122 239 335 431 541
14 124 243 337 436 545
18 127 246 344 443 551
24 130 247 349 446 561
25 141 248 350 448 577
31 144 251 356 450 595
34 157 254 369 455 616
35 158 259 370 456 618
61 164 26o 372 460 625
62 166 281 373 465 626
67 181 286 392 466 640.

889 188 321 393 488 646
91 196 316 394 490 650

101 210 317 400 504 660
110 215 326 403 507
111 226 330 419 510
113 227 331 425 521.
116 230 332



Iowa Teets of Educational Development.

34 299
56 452

111 454
210 541

IlAropolitan AchieVement Tests

20 i6o 228 343 503 554
27 163 232 347 508 585
50 165 256 360 509 616
6o 166 258 370 510 618
81 167 265 377 511 624
90 169 272 432 513 650

110 170 274 436 523 663
111 191 276 445 529
113 199 282 448 537
116 207 318 477 540
133 215 328 478 541
139 220 335 479 549
140 224 340 496 551

National Achievement Tests
224
4.23

501

National Educational Development Tests

384

Prabl la School Achievement Tests

62
W.%

e oe'T

Pupil Record of Educational Progress

238
545

56
80
83
85

112

Achievement Series

119 205
121 219
146 282
176 309
196 333

362 447
384 478
384 536
419 549

565

621
633
646

424 555 672



Sehota6tic Aptitude (Intetilgeneel

American School Intelligence Test

228

California Short-Form Test of Mental Matirity

24 230 264
40 232 276
42 23Y 431
64 243 449

California Test of Mental Maturity

166 452

308 .511

332 545
45o

Goodenough4larris Drawing Test

14 283
41 450
226 454
237

Rennon- Nelson Teat of Mental Ability

61 166 406
124 282 545
146 22 8 616
155 299

Kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Tests

215 488
351 517
356

Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Tests

24 164 448
120 272 466
149 338 504
159 391 660



SRA High Soho*/ Placement Teat
. A

8 456
60 545

153. 614o

250

(STEP) Sequential Tests,of Educational Progress

53
71
83
90

128

134 156 226 268 1152
143. 3.76 227 360 559
3.46 197 230 406 571
1514 202 233 418 616
155 214 252 419

Stanford Achievement Teat

5 102 228 308 420 499
13 114 236 311 426 519
14 115 242 319 440 561.
24 151 246 326 452 602
31 152 247 332 456 603
52. 154 248 336 459 612
53 3.61 249 339 '464. 625
67 162 278 358 1471 626
72 163 280 372 143.
84 165 "281 383 490
85 188 290 389 497
86 21.4.

Wide Range Achievement .Test

96
103
238
344

Other

90 178
120 188
133 326

02 442 507 565
407 445 529 566
44 455 564 610



Otis Group Intelligence Scale

650

Otis Quick-Scoring Mental Ability Tests

228
276
342
344

SRA Tests of Educational Ability

8 37(

159 429
254

Survey of Mental Maturity: California Survey Series

181
612

SCAT (Scholastic Competence and Attaude Test)

82 406
116 614
146 640.

361

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

27 325
102 592

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (MSC)

103 276 515
164 368 598
174 464 664
238 50

Other

,c
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Part IV: Tabular Data

Use of Standardized Tests in Ianiume Arts Projects

TestEr4....

1

Achievement
92 11

1

5'111 1116 ,115 1101 ;90 . 4 145 6 1

1

Intelligence--- 4Miifi
1

4 i 6 f 7' .8 I

i

9 I 10 I 9 1 9 ) 4 I 4 0
1......-.......N.....q.........t........,...-.....I......1

Interest
.

1

1 I ,

I
inone 1 L.....j f

0 0 I0 0 l 2 ' 2 2 1

Personality
4

Total number of projects sampled: 158

Use of Standardized Tests in :21AutaaIllaltestp_

4NeseleNs '.Y.Y.1199WNEIL /OA/

Achievement '

Intelligence

interest

Per sonalit

I 1

11
1 0 0 1 1 11 1 0

0
w+11...N..001.........YY

0 0 1 j 1 1 1 1 10 1 0

;

y 0 1 11 1 0 0 0 0

1
I 0

in Su. Dortive Services Pro ects:

1
!

4

Achievement ! 1 3 4 t 3 4 4 i 4 2

01010iO t()
0 1 I

Intelligence ! 0 0 $ 0 1 0

Interest

Personalit



Use of Standardized Tests in

Teat

Achievement

Intelligence

Interest

Personnel Improvement Projects

Pres-K1 2 3 4 6 7, .8. 104- S.*ec!

1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
I .

1 1
NIMIN

I I I

I I

vrane-TER"
Personalit

Use of Standardized Tests in
Vocational Projects

Test

Achievement

Intellirence

Interest

ocean



WC of Standardized Tests in Pre School Projects

. .

Teret Pre.:<-3. 2. 3 .4 6 8 9 10! eS:eaceb.......,,,,...o.....t...;.... 7 ir.,....,...;--i....r....
Acel.4Leveirsent I P 1 0 0 1'0 L. 1_,..0101 1 01 0 1°0

, $
1

.7.r.it ollirrence 0 1...........1:0-1 0 .1,..... 0 I 0 LEL j....1 SILLHI.........
. , . .

,.

1 , 1

I

,

1 I 1
I I, i

:referest 1 0 0 a 0 I 0..1.--0- 1 0 1. 0......,
ar.p-.5.2L..._ .. ' .0 1 0 1 0 0

lizee.of Standardized Tests in Mathematics Projects

0

Ir:',:elliPence . 11cii laded 1

. .

.......a.------,......;
.

1 - 1' I.
,. . .

In...z07...rest ( lot "Ocl' i

Persoolitt Net' sea 1

04,0 0% 00 .
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" 0 01

r.4441.4



Use of Standardized Tests in Library Projects

.4.4.1.04114

Aft°.4.tots.bem^vo0.a.tA...4.Vl.mW4Ato

Pre-Z-1 2 6 7 8 9 /0?:. Slx.c

loloio'ol 0
I

Zntcalirronce

AAAUVi4%.110140

0 1 0
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1

1 0 0 010[0101 10101
i

0 01 00Personalit

Use of. Standerdized Tests in Handicapped Children Projects (Special Education)

4LAA.6%.VkioU444%,

Zntellirence

interest

Personalit

,... .

t
1

. I

i 1 1 1 , 1 i 1 11 1 1 1 1 4 1 0 10
I

0
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i

2 11111 1
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Summer
1966

TEACHER PUPIL EVALUATION ZHECK LIST
L3ca13r Devised

QUESTION 31

This device, constructed by the School Psychologist (see
sample attached), consists of fifty -five items. Thirty.four of
these items represent measureable accomplishments and twenty.one
represent observable inabilities. The majority of the items were taken
from the developmental scales of Terman, Gosell, and the Vineland.
Some of the items on the "inability" side of the check list are
described in the literature as characteristic of developmentally
handicapped children.

The items were chosen to represent expected development of
children with a chronological age: between five and six andlor a stage
of developmental accomplishment that precludes success in the normal
grade one curriculum. Jn the first thirty -four items the child
received a point for each +, on the remaining twenty.one items he received
a point for each O. The largest possible number of points for any
child would be fifty.five.

This check list was used as one of several criteria up
screen the children for the program. The child's classroom teacher
made the. evaluation after having observed the student, for one year
in a normal kindergarten program. The identical check list was then
given to the teachers in the summer program who, by observation
and test, made a second evaluation of the abilities of the children
at the end, of the summer program.

The raw scores obtained by the children are treated as
observable data in the same manner as the standardised tests used
in the project to measure change.



Summer
1564

K.1.

TEACHER PUPIL EVALUATION CHECK LIST

Locally Devised

A Comparison of Rau Score Range and Interqurtile Distribution

for Pro and Post Tests

XA

er

Rau.

Score,

Pre
Test

lost.

Test

Possible, Sr -mg 0 f:5

5tfretzreg0=0,,.=0:40,,Aiim" smt-pemll;vmaxstmomsta 55

Raw
Score

53 7574744,49""ma""1"4""'"`"g°se
51rommarnmommar..0,

qwohltatwersemoweemot,.:,;
..4;.,.:;: it 222Y

iw.,.:. 494,9m11...0.r.s.....1"...11, s

h'. t- 1 .*

7

kri 4. , .41 I., . . ...,, . .
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33
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29-
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04411101411411P1043
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1

RaN Score
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7

3
1

Pre-test Por3t.tes a P1:11 Score

Totn1 N
Ran e
01

Mcdinn
0)

r,
10.cl

14,76

Totl N
Ranffe

Me&an
0)

ICA:= All 55 tasks or behaviors

should be credited to

achieve expected rea ess

for normal grade one
curriculum.

XA

Mean Moan. Diff.

Pretest
Posttest

t Value

32.k 6.2 4.315*

38.6

*Si leant at the .001 level



TEACHER PUPIL EVALUATION CHECK LIST, LOCALLY DEVISED..
K.1 RESULTS,. 1966

The total distribution of the pre.test resulted in a
range of scores from 10 to 330 The range of scores in the post..
test shortened significantly from 23 to 52 demonstrating that
the students at the lower extreme were able to rectify several
inabilities., The test assumes a perfect score of 55 to assure
complete readiness for the normal grade one program.

Median Scores

In the pre. teat fifty percent of the students achieved
33 or more of the expected tasks or behaviors as compared with the
post.test median of 38.8 .. a positive change of almost six points.
It can be observed from the chart that the pretest middle fifty
per cent made a significant rise in score range on the post..test with
the pretest median score of 33.05 becoming the post -test lower
quartile score. This certainly appears as substantial improvement.

Scores

As noted above the improvement in the range of (111.1 scores
appears the most notable.

la Scores

Scores in this area were not improved in the direction
of the expectancy goal, but it may be noted that the range of
.scores in the upper quartile was significantly shortened.

In summary the lower extreme of readiness inabilitiest
as measured by this .device, appears notably shortened. The
middle fifty percent of the cases show a significant improvement
toward the expectancy goal.



RAW SCORE
INTERVALS

52..55
49-51
46..48
0..45
40..42
37-39
34..36
31-33
28.30
25.27
22-24
19-21
16-18
13.15
10-32

N = 53

Fr to
X

= 32.4
53

MEAN 12.4

TEACHER PUPIL EVALUATION CHECK LIST
Summer Pre-primary Program 1966

Locally Devised

1
2
3
2
5

10

8
4

3
0
2.

MEDIAN Q2
50% of 53 = 26.5
18 in CF is nearest smallest

number
26.5 18 = 8.5
8.5 4. lo gg 4,85
.85 X 3 = 2.55
2.55 + 30.5 = 33.05

.1z$
TAN Q2 0

CF

53
52
53.

46

39
28
18
1?

9
5

3.

1

XI

53
50
47
144 .

41
38
35

. 32
29
26
23
20
17
14
11

PRETEST
FX/

53
50

132
82

190
385
320
29

208
92
20
51

0
11

2717

(13
75% of 53 = 39.75
39 in CF is nearest smallest

number
39.75 - 39 = .75
.75 4 3 = 15
.15 x 3 = .45
45 + 36.5 = 36.95

43 = .161rt

Q1
25% of 53 = 3.3.25
9 in CF is nearest smallest

number
13.25 - 9 = 4.25
4.25 4,8 = .53
.53 x 3 = 1.59
1.59 + 24.5 = 26.09

Q3. = ?Ala



TEACHER PUPIL EVALUATION CHECK LIST
Summer Pre...Primary Program ... 1966

"t" Test

Formula = = 22±, = 6.3
N .53

16i47:7177 if2"--14) =iii-'r
N.lirr. 53 53-1

27

.V2,1117.fr = 1,46 =, 6.30. = 4.315
1.46

"t" = 4,315 eigilificant at .001 level

as



TEACHER PUPIL EVALUATION CHECK LIST
Summer Pre.primary Prop- . 3.966

1 oca1.34r Devised "t" Test

STUDENT PRE .`BEST Post...TEST D 1)2

1. 53 30 23 529
2. 51 43 .8 64
3. 46 34 .12 144
4, 46 48 2 4
5. 45 43 .2 4
6. 45 35 ,.10 100

7. 44 42 ..2 4
8. 41 47 6 36

9, 41 37 ...it. 16
10. 39 31 .8 64
11. 39 30 .9 81
12. 38 42 4 16
13. 38 45 7 49
14. 37 37 0 0
150 36 39 3 9
16. 36 43 7 49
17. 36 47 10 100
18. 36 37 1 1
19, 36 41 5 25
20. 35 47 12 144
21. .

35 35 .0 0

22. 35 39 4 16
23. 34 31 . 3 9
24. .34 38 4 16
25, 34 37 3 9
26. 33 31 .2 4
27. 33 46 13 169
28. 33 52 19 361
29 33 48 15 225
30. 33 29 .4 16
31. 32 40 8 64
32. 31 47 16 256
33. 31 47 16 256
34.. 31 37 6 36

35. 31 38 7 49
36. 30 37 7 49
37. 27 44 17 289
38; . 27 i 35 . 8 64
59 27 44 17 289
40. 26 49 23 529



"V' Test

STUDENT PRE-TEST pOSIP-TES' D

26 23 -.3 9
42. 26 4.5 19 361

43, 26 44 18 324
44. 25 32 7 49
45. 24 26 2 4 .

46.
.

23 4.7 24 576
47. 23 25 2 4.

48. .. 22 48 26 676

49. 20 28 6 64

50; 18 34 16 256

51. 16 26 10 100

52. 16 37 23. 443.

53. 10 41 .34._ ...462.,...
3,i. 7962



RAW SCORE
INTERVALS

51-53
48.50
45-47
42.44
39.11.1
36.38
33-35
30..32

27.29
24.26
21.23

N ...I. 53

?.048 = 2 Li
53

TEACHER PUPIL EVALUATION CHECK LIST
Summer Pres.Primary Program .. 1966

F
arr

Cr

1 53
4 52
9 48
8 39
5 31
9 26

5 17
6 12
2 6
3 4
1 1

=IAN Q2
50% of 53 = 26.5
26 in CF is nearest smallest

number
26.5 - 26 :--.5
.5 4. 5 = .1
.1 x 3 = .3
.3 + 38.5 = 38.8

MEDIAN Q2 12 We

52
47
46
43
40
'7
34
31
28
25
22

P3ST..TEST

52
196
414
344
200
333
170
186
56

75

MO

Q3

75% of 53 = 3.75
39 in CF is nearest smallest

number
39.75 - 39:-- 75
.75 4 9 zr- .83
.83 x 3 = 2.49
2.49 + 44.5 = 46.99

Q3 2 46.99

Q1

25% of 53 = 13.25
12 in Cf is nearest smallest

number
13.25 . 12 = 1.25
1.2543 = .25
.25 x 3 = .75
.75 + 32.5 m 33.25

Q1 = 22,L2j.

-11
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METROPOLITA RFADINESS TEST
Form A 1965

Interoauc,rtile Distribution
(Percentile Ronk)

Pre. Foot.
TTna

99
95
90

"am.Swamm*M85

7
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80

75
70

5
0

55.

mtra., 45
XA
0========

4
3
30

19 fiare
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20.
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0
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30
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a t
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Test
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Rager -Seem

Pre.test
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* Significant at .001 level

I4,.083*



METROPOLITAN READINESS TEST
Form A . 1965

The Prediction Picture . Pre and%Post . for Succens in Grade One
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1966

FROSTIGTEST OF VISUAL MRCZPTION
(1963 Standardization CA 4.8)

A Comparison of Inte3rquaftilc Distribution
(Perceptual Quotients)

XA = Expected Achi(ivement

Pre-tos,

VI

12/

122

11
11
11/

112

"'X

llarmftimalmarommnalocarlerManwmvp.... Pv.mw.

10
10
10
102

'.110

98
96

94
92

X.1

124
122
120
118
116
114

112
103
106
104
102
*100.0.(....

96 8

04

2

88
uv

Mvp.X.TAT

Q

1
- w e.

86Nasiontee/Miagtomolmr;;;011:11.0..W;x0;1.:. 52.6*.

84
82
8e

76
74
72

2

VV

70....o.

8
76,
4
2

re.),773-'1"'on.tc.,st

100.01 Median

ange .117446

Frostig Standardization

122.76

. Mean Mean Diff. t Value 1

Pre.test 9303 5.32 3.486*
.Post.tost 98.62

*Significant at the .01 level
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Table 2. Change Scores

Due to unanticipated inconsistencies, inaccuracies, and incompleteness
in LEA reporting, as well as difficulties in the area of incomparability
of data, gaps in analysis at the local level, and lack of staff preciously
expected to provide assistance in this section of reporting, this important
area will not be reported until 4 later date.

Appendix XVI presents an example of the better reporting from the LEA
level which will serve as a basis for completion of this section.

Table 4. Dropouts

According to the Division of Data Collection there is not at the present
time a policy for reporting dropouts, nor will a policy be established
in the immediate future. No statewide data is currently available, but
several studies have been done in the past which will provide some basis
for comparison when a more utilitarian study of dropouts is incorporated
in to the evaluation report for the current year. The reader is referred
to, THE DROPOUT IN WISCONSIN, 1963, A Report to the Governor's Committee
on Children and Youth.

Table 6. ContinuinEducation

Statewide collection of information on education beyond high school is
not practiced at this time. No information will be available for the
current evaluation report, but baseline data will be collected in the
current operational year, and established as a more complete section of the
second year's evaluation. Certain schools have indicated an interest in
establishing model procedures for data collection in this area.
(e.g. Pittsville.)

While the information requested on the latter two tables is important
in viewing Title I longitudinal effects, it is felt that the acquisition
of such data at this point is only to pro"ide a basis for comparisons
and could not be considered meaningful or significant at this time, unless
:project, or majority of projects, are directed at the upper age levels.
In Wisconsin projects have been directed toward the lower age levels in
a preventative effort, and it is felt that the effects of such programs
will not be apparent within the next few years, that is, relative to
dropouts and changes in continuing educational choices.



PART IV: NON-OPERATIONAL PROJECTS

Thirty-two projects in the state, for which funds were expended,
were non-operational for various reasons. Each LEA filed a statement
with the SEA as to the reason the project did not become operational.
The two primary reasons were: lack of personnel to staff projects,
and delays in receiving final approval. Project activity in most
of these cases consisted of the purchase of equipment for use in
commencement or exp nsion of the project at a later date.

These 32 projects have not been included in the analysis of the 547
Title I projects, as indicated in the Preface.

Ptanned Evatuation Oulign

Evaluation Design

.0:131/Pro

(1) Two group experimental design using
the project group and a conveniently
available non-project group as the
control.

;(2) One group design using a pretest and
posttest on the project group to
compare 'observed gains or losses with
expected gains.

A3) One group design using pretest and/or
posttest scores on the project group to
compare observed performance with local,
State, or national groups.

.

t) One group design using test data on the
project group to compare observed

1

performance with expected performance
based upon data for past years in the
project school.

(5) One group design using test data on
the project group, but no comparison
dat

6) Other

Number of
Pro ects

1

1

0

2

1

Total 13 respondents



Majox Pubtem Auas

The following table shows the problem areas listed by the LEAs.
Percentages are based on the total problem areas coded (40)--not
the number of LEAs reporting.

Problem Area Percent *

ersonnel 30%

State Department 23

Equipment 18

acilities 13

aluation 8

esign 3

ommunity Relations

they 8

State Oepaxtment EISott6

All projects were asked to evaluate the help given to LEAs by the
State Department. Of the 24 respondents, 11 (46%) found the SEA
"very helpful"; while 10 (41%) rated the efforts as "fairly helpful",
for a combined total of 87 percent. Two LEAs (8%) found the SEA
"disinterested", and one agency considered the SEA to be "detrimental".

A certain inconsistency is apparent here, in that while 87 percent of
respondents ranked the SEA in a "helpful" category, in the preceeding
problem ranking the State Department efforts were ranked by 23 percent
as a significant problem.

n to In6titution4 oic Highek Lemming

Eight non-operational projects (25%) were assisted by institution
of higher learning. This compares tit 27 percent in operation u'.1

projects.



Non-Pubtic SchooL6

Thirty-eight percent of the projects involved participation with
non-public schools. The following table shows their estimate of
non-public school cooperation.

Number of Percent*
Ratin LEAs of Total

Very Cooperative 8

Fairly cooperative 3

isinterested 1

67%

25

3

One LEA found difficulty in dealing with non-public schools because
of misconceptions regarding the scope of legislation on the part
of these schools. Negative attitudes in the non-public schools was
cited as a problem area in one report, while one LEA reported that
it made no effort to involve non-public schools. The "Other" category
was coded by two LEAs in describing their relationship with non-public
schools.

Con Ounce Pcatid.pation

Twenty-three, or 72 percent of the non-operational projects,
coded attendance at one or more evaluation conferences, 6 at
Whitewater, 9 at Eau Claire, and 8 at Menasha. This compares
to a conference attendence of 72 percent in operational projects.
The following table shows the estimate of the conferences.

Rating

Very helpful

Fairly helpful

Interesting but no help

1Dull and no help

This compares with the foil
projects.

Number of
LEAs

Percent*
of Total

5 34%

14 67

1 5

1 5

wing ranking y attendees having operational

Very helpful 24%
Fairly helpful 64%
Interesting but no help 11%
Dull and no help 1%



C.A.A. Retationahip

Four non-operational projects were situated in areas in which a
Community Action Agency was located. The C.A.A. was ranked as
every cooperative" by 3 LEAs and "fairly cooperative" by 1 agency.

(Met Titte4 and Coc;peitative Pkoject4

TwF, non-operational projects were related to projects under another
title of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Four projects
were cooperative projects between districts.

Paemi6e4

Of the 95 LEAs that coded the location of their project, 24 coded
"public school premises", d 1 coded "Other".

Time and Dunation

Eight LEAs answered the question pertaining to the time during which
their project took place. Six projects were held during the
regular school day, 1 'atter school, and 1 during the summer.
Children are not actually involved during these times, except in some
cases of screening or preliminary diagnosis, but rather staff time
is represented.

The following table shows the duration of project operations, based
on responses by 27 LEAs.

Duration

pring and Summer

ummer Only

all and Spring

pring Semester

'all, Spring, and Summer

ummer and Fall

all Semester

Percent*
of Total

26%

22

15

11

4

a

0

22



Peraonnee

Twelve persons were employed in the 6 projects reporting more than
half-time personnel. In the 7' projects reporting less than half-time
staff, 25 persons were involved.

Inch ing Sta66

Percent
Method of Total

Support for Advance Education

4

4n-service Training

i

pecial Recruitment

alaries

ork Situation Improved

ther

i6%



94 . NON-PUB IC SCI,..plictt,IAR

C 4

Wha.t4iepi.f. hatie'bien on
Peal 4,40.444tWO4'.4n.ceiftditino non-

,-*46.oscito4..4,161.4,1440
. ;,' ;A: (0: .

.

A series. of bulletino, and qe*or4ndt4mfk:,!AS: ige",i00.4ed from

the SEA clarifying the 441.itionShiP*Oethe non-public schools

to Title I programs. (Appendices XI, XII)

r9preOnatiyes.ofth!, no4401Ws64661s are
includ6d on the Title Adviiory 'Board (APpindl*'IV)

Appendi*.XIII descri4s.the participation_0;4(Olic
,:children and compared pirticipation of"OUblia.ind-tion-
ipubliqc440en4n,*ms,ofnumberq..019,4401,7,1e074led

res13e,et4v03$:, 114"3:.!;4ri4 :APPOn40. XIV; 4bOvi. 4) sample
, ,or:0444c§:,i1111r9iving:',.1shYe4,t$IRO".,,

,i,gutyr.04lmrceo,of 1.4tpoipcts,;,,iFtv94Ied,,noprpp4.1pc schools

,,,,E,,.:44t0hel,F4f94eS1,-..0*P4P°4t,4n1fRlYPWAP4'00ge*s01°°18 were
PP.AY,41,14,e,PheR9PM,444-.911a.ge#!?9,1s'
ex% 1:.2... ,wt.: ;e; 14iyks,-;:

e :oTWfpllonngy011it,Oowpthetinwby,:7111e I' sc of

non-public cooperation.

r

Degkee of Percentag
Coo eration Rankin

Very Co6perative 83%
Fairly Cooperative l2% .

Disinterested 05%

°t Cooperative

(b) What zetecemea have been expeitienced deve-eoping and
gimptementing pubLLc and non-pubLie coopvtc2Ave pitojeet47

This high degree of cooperation is perhaps the greatest
success in this aspect of the program. SoMe projects included
letters praising Title I--non-public cooperation, and specific
activities vhich had not previously been available to the non-
public children (9,g., speech therapy). In some instances
non-public sch!;ols furnished their own transportation (24.g."

buses, car pools); Several schools reported the develo tient
of a communicative interchange for the first time. Still
others reported 'formation of permanent committees to consider
joint problkms and pl nning.



ie) What pinAtem4 have been expetieneed devetoping and
hnpeenenting pubtie and non-pulltie .sehoat eoopekative pujectO

The. evalUation also provided a spectrum of problems encountered
by public schools relative to the non-public school. Table Z
following lists the major problems from a sample of ten
percent of projects responding to this item--not total of
projects. Under, the major problem headings, specific
comments are summarized. All categories, major and sub-, are
presented in order of prevalence.

(d) LiAt and Wegy de4eltibe any Augge4Von6 04 AteommendatIona
OA, Aevida.mg the tegiatation eoneermag public and non-public
4ehoot paktieipation.

In considering the relationship of the public and non-public
schools in Wisconsin, state laws, rather than federal laws,
seem more influential. While the most specific but minor
legislative recommendation, based on LB response, seems
to be a need for bussing provisions--either through state or
federal funds--the number of schools reporting this as a
problem is less than 14 percent, considering the total number
of schools cooperating with non-public schools. Certainly,
such a consideration cannot be undertaken without careful
study regarding its effect -- fiscally, relative to segregation,
and to the general constitutional framework and intent of
the act.



TABLE Z.

PROBLEM AREAS RELATIVE TO NON - PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Per Cent of Total
Respondents

Catesp_z_z In 'fills Cate.g2m.....
dira..TaapaaP-.:mss do 4.0D sma..0 ...ammuseam maasamts....

Location and Trssastatittn 44%

General problems: (Schools too far apart,

too much time taken for travel, etc.)

State law prohibiting public transportation
of non-public children frequently cited.

Previously crowded conditions

Scheduling. and Time Conflicts

General

Other activities conflicted: (Bible Schools,etc.)

Misconceptions

General misconceptions o k lack of knowledge

Presumption of general aid

Desire for service on non-public premises

Opposition to acceptance of any federal aid

Separation of Church and State

Desire for equipment for use in non-public

school.

gmativp Attitudes on the art of Non-Public Schools

Felt no help was needed

Refusal to participate

Participation contrary to church policy

19%

13%



PROBLEM AREAS (Continued)

Per Cent of Total
Respondents

Catsam___. _ In This cjAnlary________

School Needs to Non-Public Needs 8%

What percentage of non-public should participate?
(In some cases, too many non-publics
relative to allocation,desired to
participate.)

Inadequate screening criteria

Public school objectives and needs differed
significantly

* Non-public pupils lacked adequate background,
(e.g., no "Modern Math")

Failure of non-public teachers to be
available for in-service, follow-up, etc.

No disadvantaged in non-public school
(Statement by only one project)

* Equal Ranking
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SERVICES TO HABDICAPPP CHILDREN: A REPORT
OF TAU' I ELEMENtARY AND SECONDARY`' EATION ACT,

Title I-c4 the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is
n

the Major thiust of the national effort to "bring better education to
.

millions of disadvantaged youth who need it most." The Congress hasmade

available more than billion for 1965-66, the first year of this title.

For the purpose of this program, the term "educationally disadvantaged

children" means thoie children in a particUlar school district who have

the greatest need for special' edueatidrial assistance in order; hat thelf

level of eiucisitional. may be raised -to it appropriate for
0

children 'of their age: The .t4iin includes "children who are haildicapped

and children Whosie need edUcitiontil'asiistance is the

result of poverty or cultural or linguistic isolation fromthe

'large.

Sec iuse of the great interest in the iandicapPed Child . and services

to this child under Title I,' the following sedtibiiOt 'the Annual. Eiraluation

deport hasbeen made available 'prior to completion of the total reitib'it.ii4

Title I activities inthe Stateof Wisconsin.. .

-*1

Special Section: HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
°t4.14; r.. o

Following the United States Office of Education format of placing
" ;

asterisks beside questions to indicate special efforts regarding handicapped

children, the SEA evaluation showed no projects amendif answers in this

manner. It was felt that the design of the questions was weak, and. also.

'10 This report is part of a total Annual Ev_luatiori Report of Title I, E.S.E.A.,
which will be available An January, 1967,. and will be disseminated to all
school diStrIcts in Wisconsin.



that in projects not emphasizing handicapped children, little attention

was given to the population in the Evaluation Report (not necessarily

aa reflection of program activities). Thus, the complete picture of services

to handicapped under Title I, E.S.E.A., is not available for the 1965-66

Evaluation Report.Report. Agcording to reports of supervisory visits and special

consultation, handicapped children were served primarily as a part of

larger activity categories--communication skills and field trips, for

exampleand may not necessarily be reported in the evaluation format.

Further, unless projects involve aids from the Bureau for Handicapped Children,

Department of Public Instruction, the general attitude on the part of

LEAs has been that it is not necessary to identify handicapped children

separately, for evaluation reportipgpurposes. (Again, this statement does

not necessarily reflect on program activities.)

An estimated 1084 children were served in handicapped projects, and
u,;

approximately 132 teachers were hired in these projects, with the

general category constituting a Title I expenditure of $158,347.

(State Aids, local, and other funds are not included in this figure.)

Limitations of the data presented here may be clarified by the

following examples.

In some projects including speech therapy, the project was not

classified under the handicapped category, but rather was plaeedunder the

category of language. *A:bore definitive technique for identifying such

project activities will be incorporated in the ing year's evaittaiion;

but information on This year handicapped activities may not readily serve

as 'a basis tacir''generalizat ion.

In another example, one of the Madison projects included a "crisis"

teacher for the emotionally disturbed. However, this is only one activity



within the larger project fOaus, and is not included in the analysis of

the handicapped 'category.

An analysis of Title I projects emphasizing activities for the

handicapped yialded the following data. Handicapped projeCts represeuc

3.6 per cent of total projects in Wisconsin. The table presents date. on:

the percentage of total handicapped mojects, the percentage of all children,

the percentage of funds, full., part -time, and total staff; by type of

handicap within the total category of prolnetm nerving handicapped

children.

PLACE TABLE

ABOUT HERE

As presented in the table, Speech Correction represents the largest

project category, (50%), but the largest number of childrent(44%),wfts,served:

under Special Learning Disabilities, (SLD), as compared to 35% in Speech.

Similarly, the largest commitment of funds was also in the SLD category.-

37% as compared to 17% in Speech.

Data on the ratio of pupils to staff is presented by type of handicap.

The larger ratio seen in the category of speech is probably accounted for in

the.character of the program. Speech therapists typically serve larger

numbers of children for a shorter period of time than may be served in a

program for the mentally retarded, for example, which nay require a class.

room teacher, in addition to supportive personnel, possibly including the

speech therapist.

PLACE TABLE

ABOUT HERE
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PUPIL-STAFF RATIO

(Staff is defined as Total Staff, both Full- and Part-Time)

This table is not to be generalized to pupil-teacher ratios,
as staff in many cases includes administrative personnel.

Categories of Haxisysaz.,_ Ratio

Mentally Retarded 4.1

Physical Handicaps 3-1

Special Learning Disabilities 9-1

Speech Correction 14-1

Language Therapy 8 -i

Other 10-1



CONFERENCES

During the 1965-66 operational year, three Invitational
Evaluation Clinics were held. The following paragraphs present
participation and critical ranking.

The 'most well-attended conference was that which was held
at Eau Claire, with 47% of total attendees indicating attendance
at that conference. Twenty-eight per cent of positive respondents
attended at Whitewater, and 24% at Menasha® For a total of
71.45% of projects indicating attendance at conferences.

Of those attendees, 24% ranked the conferences in total
as "very helpful" 64% ranked "fairly helpful", 11% ranked
"interesting, but no help", and 1% ranked "dull and no help".

Ai
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cooPERallnve pRonors

r

The following list provides a sample of cooperative projects in order that
LEAs contemplating the development of cooperative projects, or wishing to discuss
mutual concerns relative to existing cooperative projects will have a partial
listing. Consult the EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION SYSTEMS. DIVISION, Data Processing
Codes 6647, or tettiched LEAs by project number, for school district names.

J. County Number District Number Project Number

58 57110 .185

33 2240 .220

30 6545 368

22 2499 481

64 2885 563.

51 , 4914 637

06 . 2163 292

67 6006
, :

417

67 3528 577

o



PROJECTS DIRECTLY RELATED TO ANOTHER TITLE

County Number District Number Project Number Other Title

:..

04 4102 275' 114*..,.

..,.

21' ' . 5992 343
I 0 :

:. ,

22 609 263

25 2646 50 '."iiile II

27 5705 562

29 ...: 1673 15

29 1673 65

36 5866 216

36 1 5866 215

40 5026 224

43 5733 165

48 4165 354

53 0422 660

59 5271 203

61 2.600 3.45 NDEA

61 6426 15o

64 2051 8

64 1540 98

67 4312 504

70 4179 77

Blank indicates Title
* Not specified by LEA



PROJECZRELATED TO TITLE II, ESEA,

Library books and materials, Title II, ESEA

project Number. . 50

" 65
):,!.!

22

It tit 35

215
. %

11 ., . 11 8
.:

t
,,-

, it ..,

, . , , '.,.7

.... , .. -.

:

:''
; I

.1

10 cf



The following table appeared in the Project Description
of the application which attempted to emphasize the absentee-
ism problem of educationally disadvantaged students in the
District.

Per Cent Deprived Students of Total Enrollment
Absent 10 per cent (or more) of year

(18 of 180 days)

-65 1965-66 1966-67
67% 40%

, 57 50
82 67

. 72 62

Attendance Center 1964
H. S. (9-12) 76%
Elem. (K-8) 62

. Elem. (K-8) 72

Elem. (K-8) 67

The same students were used in study over the past three
years. The effect of the Home Counseling Project and perhaps
the Reading Project seemed to defer absenteeism amongst the
disadvantaged with the most chronic absentee problems. In
each school the percentage of the disadvantaged who had missed
school ten per cent or more had decreased by from five to seventeen
per cent.



RECORDED DATE OF ticSCCPUNARY CASES INCURRED DURING
THE MONTHS OF FEBRUARY, MARCH, APRIL, MAY (1966)

S February
leek 3 4

March
2 3

April May
2 3 4 1 2 3

Collected data in Table III indicates a highly significant correlation

between the initiation of the Title i program at Portage and the marked decline

in disciplinary cases both for the Title I students and student body as a whofle.

From March l7, 1966 to March 31, 1966 there were no disciplinary cases in the

TItl= I group or the remaining student body for ten school days. It might be

concluded that th entire student body has benefited with the commencement of

the Title i program at P rtage Senior High School. General statements from

various facuity mw,bors implied that this had been the most peaceful spring

they have had in the past five years.

(O(



AVERAGE READING RATES AND COMPREHENSION SCORES
FOR 17 STUDENTS - FOR BOTH MACHINE AND BOOK READING,

340

330

320

310

300

290

280

270

260

250

240

230

220

210

200

190

180

170

160

150

140

130

120

110

100

90

80

4Machine reading

Book reading

Percent of comp re he n s ion

Pre-test Book i

Se res Grade 8
B*ok
Grade 9

A P ri*d

Bo k
Grade i

f Six Weeks



AVERAGE
DAILY 32

ABSENCES 31

30

29

28

27

26

25

24

23

22

21

20

19

18

17

16

15

14

13

12

SUPERIMPOSITION OF THE SURVEY OF THE 1963-1964
1964-1965, 1965-1966 PORTAGE SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL

ABSENCES,

Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb

1965-1966

1963-1964

1964-1965.

ENROLLMENT
DAILY

AVERAGE ABSENCE PERCENT

1965 - 1966 23 =167--

1964 - 1565 608 22 3.6%

1963 - 1964 598 26 4.5%



Average
Daily
Absences

ABSENCE SURVEY

Average daily absences incurred by Title 1 students
and the remaining student body 1965 1966.

24 Se t Oct Nov Dee Jpi- *°76,b

73

22

21

20

19

1-1-1161

17

16

15i

14

1
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TITLE 1 PROGRAM
IN EFFECT

Remaining student body

Note: Half day absenc s were recorded as an absent day.

Total Senior Hish School enrollment
Number of students in Titie
Per cent of students in TiTIO

628
65

10.35%



SCHOOL - MAY 1966 .

IOWA TEST v2. BASIC SKILLS

MEAN
GRADE 6 - May 1966 Mean Score in Vocabulary 771

September 1965 Mean Score Vocabulary 5.3

GAIN IN 72 MONTHS = 9 MONTHS

May 1966 Mean Score in Comprehension 7.0
September 1965 Mean Score in Comprehension 5.7

GAIN IN 72 MONTHS = 1.3 YEARS

Children involved in Reading? Clinic =
May 190 Mean Score in Vocal3ulary
September 1965 Mean Score in Vocabulary

GAIN IN 71 MONTHS = 1.2 YEARS

May 1966 Mean Score in Comprehension
September 1965 Mean Score in Comprehension

GAIN IN 71 MONTHS = 1.3 YEARS

5.3
4.1

5.3
4.0

GRADE 5 - May 1966 Mean Score in Vocabulary 5.6
September 1965 Mean Score in Vocabulary 4.9

GAIN IN 7i MONTHS ex .7 MONTHS

May 1966 Mean Score in Comprehension 5.5
September 1965 Mean Score in Comprehension 4.6

GAIN IN 7i MONTHS = 9 MONTHS

Children in Reading Clinic =

May 1966 Mean Score in Vocabulary 5.1
September 1965 Mean Score in Vocabulary 3.6

GAIN IN 7i MONTHS = 1.5 YEARS

May 1966 Mean Score in Comprehension 5.0
September 1965 Mean Score in Comprehension 3.2

GAIN IN 7i MONTHS = 1.8

116
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OCjODEritalieff7P111118 DRAWIthG. TEST, DR.A.17.,114;4.

IC,-1 Results

Ci

r

The lined' p tectancy ..beicitgroUnds ..on.. the chart was iieteritinecj

'ac'ading 6.0 "the''ditstribition 'of stun d'icares on tbe.,'40odePOugh:."

.-."standaivdization;'''. The vertidalbiock'bars 2'pp-relent the.diStribUtion :
, . 1 .

actttallYNmade by-,the, middle -fifty'. percent of tile project iregutP. '
- - .

. , .
,,,

. :.

on :theft' pre and 'pOst-teit in the summer.. sesS ion . '.. .. '-''''. ' : . ..:
,. , ..

... . .,f t, `j ' Q

k

. . v
4, , t

, : : , 1.- ..4111:-. cl*.treadily illuitratesi.almos:tro,d,ifTerence :.betweeth-
,.,

the pre,',:iiia. post-test result. .. The median sCore;Waiviiiii's0 only
4

. . ,,

.99On-thecale.. The tote]. range of scores remainedthe: same.. '.' ',"-

',.Only, qUattile:'on'e (..scores showed, a- slight, trist .not;paiticUlatly
-:,, :sigaitii4it.to the over-all-distribution . In. both ;Pre ir

it
'and :Pot;- -...: -.

.. . .,. .,, ..-

...' tests t %Oen be noted, that fifty 'of t4i, project'SCiii4ei

. lay,,.1111,ther I.olier.,9,Uartile of the Goodenough name- Acrd that 'mOre''...thati--

seventy:ffive iercent'otthe...Project scores, lay below the:pipected::';,:,k;!

average ; intellectUal:. functioning . 'of , national...norms:. : ....; ; '. . '- . 7 :
..`

P °

'

,

The authors, of the Goodenough test-.promote use as .

.

one: measure of .general ability oe.,:inteilectual matueity to be used

hir the nioiat part. IA conjunction with more acCUrate indivi4ual . ;

,
urea when imipartp.nt individual decisions ' are to be madeor,

as i*screeOng, devf.,:for the latter.,.114...'qoodenough "test was

Used in the summer prdeCt'ito 'measure intell.Octual functioning'
be.caus47Og-.eaie:ofadminintratilan and .itt. high, correlation' with,

iflcUvidul intelligence 'tests at this age :levkl.." '1114 project' also

';wished to plore 'the% assumpti.or that increased. experience .

poditiVely:'affect 'intellectual functioning.' Obviously intellectual''
.fluictiOning.aa:iea-sUred by the QoodentiUgh remained the and

iinaffedted by the' si4 weWtraining Sand experience i)rodr ." l
h

,Tho GocidenaugA test is saiiietiMes'useit.es , indicator
ierCeptuai deVelopment .

.piirtiCularly *body' image. However, the .project

,gkoup.imade a significant change in perceptual development as asurell

by -the Vrostig test, thile remaining at the s.- n e level on the
. doodenought.:rostig *Substantiates the lack of 'correlation.bet.ween:..'-

the tfrbtetts., that occired in research studies of her own, indititing
that the two tests merisUre 'factorm relatively distinet.i, c''

. ",1-

If we are tà cOpii;t,,the. abpire elcplenations:;pnd,' findings C

concerning the tw 'tetts,3 ight rake 'a tentative cOneltision.
-Although the ,project Was able to ke a significant "challge,in .

student aqisit'iàn of readi eels *and berce skills,
unal ',to ke n: äi uge innate
the ,short4.'pericifl of. Si* Ife*P. .

',111
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The lined OrPietatitCY;flaakground on :the elaart..was determined ...:r. . . .

Y. iiccoitding:. tOthe. "AietribUtien of Pereeptual.4iiostientp .qh the Fro.stig . .

.r"
,0,20.1*;,mtide by toe 'Middle fifty peicent of the.,,Project.grP4p on ..

. . pre' and post4,st in1 the -summer session. :.

*f
,_*aa

, 4;if,.§11..42 was raised to
.. a!inedisn score of 100-"iOls..., on the,,.poit-teSt;; exao.414, i.th4t: or the,

Fro4..zig..median expectancy 'leVel;. Research4*.lieginning-reading
situations has led. the test author tO predict reading .di'ffictixty.
for Scored falthg b,elow.a :perOeptual,quotient'.of,

-
1 ,4

1 a
1

.'

Lv-
r'N

'

a

a. - -sL, ...z-It..44 note.d ,Tfr,O1Tt1t4Ep chart thatmore than twenty.r-f,ive per-. -,
aei:st.0::the Itare44-stSCOres ...tell.: below- this ..expectancy, ,.pn, th,a. , ,: ,: :

fpost4eSt-.00 ,..l.ower. qUcirt,114./scoi".e.was :id-SO.:above. this expectanax
:t6,19i:8':'.. .!:' : ' '' -''',:. ... z ,

. . / . , . . ,
-

:'"- )7'. ' a 1:1', ' 1 ' . s , , : .

, r
. ., , a, ..'

1 ' ,
' . . . -

.

'.' '.:',, : ',!,. The wider., quartile score was, aisO taiSed Signifl,Caiitly in
the post-test but not 1..to the level., of Ocpectailay as .'pozOared. to the.

, Standardiza.timil, s le.: This 'fadt.5'..hoWever', has lesS.signifiaance :

.. , , _, . P., ,-, - '0 ': X . '. .

the
r.. ' 'I r .,

earir a .reading readiness .factor than that of the 10ter .quartile since.
'icorei;d404;-..th-.4iledimi of ,10.0-1i,r0,.',indfcaitir6 alk. -above 4vira6'.siii.
tipthei thali .a,ineaSUre ',Of.:readineOs sitc4esse

. . _ . S ''... r.. Z .", .

. : ' -
%

. . ., ' .

e

., . .. ' ' 5 r . . I ...
. 5 ...r- ..: In bolting wt' the total range of scores given belint:the .

chart, bOtli the low aid' high, score were raised. ill the _post -.test .
: :

t '.
,

i
.

t 1.. I , . , t . . . 4

1 o ... 5 .

.. ." The , pre .th,,,sra_posty,test means; are reiorted in a' Separate
chart 1)61ov:indicating that the change in scare aahievement. was..,
found. to lat,statistiatilly significant. ,-
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: P.t , A an z'e tè e'zns eona 1 D . abG4

: aflbG4ot4 tbe mpan ze5ctive1y Lae1 * 4otes tb to seeñ

pezent o ti andFiatibn4 groüp , Lev3 t
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4 pent ,' Zere C e m:taId2e t4t-eigbt iëeb , Lere1 ! the

I ., p4 Wentr4ur eret an6 LT1 the iwêt :e1re; e2CeUt . I

I tl\è readiné sta* 4 edicti:v ignit4cboe is descz&bd ' -
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: Athe heginin of the roJ,e tb1iar aemonaates that
4 3ust peiáent o th scores fell be10 te 1oer

I
1-mXs ot levei C eaatbess auoce'ss, expectuP ,by ztina1 norm(

:
48 ttiar4s oii bhe upper quartzle f pz'ojec ores 1a in the, \

, t 'anë o' e 1ëVeL Te 1oe quar'tUe f p'ojet orsa .,

f
I I *1ei?, tje1 otiest sev pereu of nationa1 norm core

" .. :':4 : 444 i 4

4
44

1
14

F '
'44 )

/ ,
i )

t

;I ' ' hé iaLi; o ih' c1 n atibutibu is
{

f
1s'ate on the ost4es *e±tiea1 br ,' he medjana score of,
?5 4tet to th t thal j]y mqr tben fiftr 6±'

I tbe s'oes nø 1a th C nd B levels t reLd5hess suècess

I3:
1 petnc7 iith s1ig1t1y es th. ift prcqt be10 The upper
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1965-1966 Title I Projecto

No. School D stri =t

1 Oshkosh'. St. 1
2 Ciindcin's Jt. 1
3 Madison, Jt. 8
4 Madison, St. 8
5 Racine, Jt. 3.
6 Wisconsin Heights*,
7 New Glarus Jt. 1
8 Genoa City.. Jt. 2
9 Museoda St. et,

10 Elroy Jt. 9
11 Brodhead, Jt'. 1
12 Westby, :XV. 7
13 Kehoeha
14 MukiOnago.0 3
15 Elroy; 'Jt. 9'
16 Wausau,
17 Elroy ,..Jt. 9.
18 Wausau
20 Albany; Jt.8
21 Clear Lake, Jt. 1
22 BarneVeld Jt. 15
23 Monrcie , Jt. 1 .

24 Woodruff , St. 1.
25 BruCe

Jt. 1

26 Brude
27 Belmont
28 Wausati
29 Shell Lake , St. 3.
30 Minoiqua: Lakeland UHS
.31 , A. 8
32 Cudahy
33 Seneca , St. 3.
34 Deerfield 9 St. 1
35 Thoiic Jt. 1
36 Corneli,. St. 2
37 Milwaukee
38 Milwaukee '
39 Milwaukee
40 Verona , h.* 1
41 Deerfield 5 St. 1
42 Baraboo St. 1
43 Blair gt. 1

Milwaukee
45 itEddleton-U118 :
46 Belcit;: Jt. 1
48 Sun Prairie, st2
49 Richland Center, St. 2
50 Iowa-Grant, St. 1
51 Kaukauna, Jt. 2
52 Kaukauna, Jt. 2

53 Bloomer
54 Stanley
55 New Auburn
56 Gilman , Jt. 2
57 Fairchild, Jt. 1
58 Eleva--Strum, St. 1
60 Portage, St. 1 .

61 Fond du Lac , Jte 1
62 Dodgeville - .

63 West Salem, Jt. 1
64 La 'urge , St. 15
65 Elroy , St. 9
66 Oak Creek , St. 1
67 Orfordville St, 4
68 Shawano , *St. 8
69 LuxembUrg 'URS
70 Pulaski.,. St. 5
71 Plymouth Jt. 8
72 Plymouth 2' St. 8
73 Ladysmith , St; 1
74 .Ladysniith St. 1
75 Ladysmith. St, 1
76 Fredonia , Jt. 1
77 a Oshkosh , Jt. 3.
78 Oshkosh , Jt.3.
79 Shiocton Jt. 2
80 Potosi Jt. 10
81 Westfield .9 St, 1
82 Westfield Jt. 1
83 Pittsville
84 Monroe , Jt. 1
85 Flembeau_, St. 1.
86 Platteville St. 4
87 Waterville
89 Gillet% Jt. 3
90 Bloomington , 'St. 2

:7,b,c4tek 5 tits 5
92 Chetek St. 5
93 Maple , 3t. 1
94 Galesville, St. 1
95 Highland
96 oermantetrt 9 St. 1
97 Bloomer, ITC 1
98 East Troy 9 Jt. 1
99 Butternut, St.

100 °con to, Jt. 1
101 Tony, St 1
102 Reedsburg, Jt. 1
103 Superior , at:
104' Superior, at.

(C2



Igo® School trict No School District

163 McFarland, St. 8
164 Watertown, St. 1
165 Three Lakes, St. 1
166 Greenwood, Jt. 1
167 Hori6on, St.' 10
168 1thaca, St. 1
169 Burlington', 1
170 Waterford, St. 1
171 Plum City, St. 3
172 Delovan, St. 1
173 Delay n, St. 1
174 mull eer, Jt. 1
175 Iola, Jt.
176 Mosinee, St. 1.
177 Bayfield, Wt. .1

17 Bayrield, St. 1
179 Stevens Point, St. 1
180 Stevens P int, Jt. 1
181 Fond du Lac, St. 1
182 Miltac, St. 1
183 Moho, St. 1
184 Tigerton, St. 2

.-185 Tigerton, et v.1, Jt, 2
186 Poynette, St. 10
1;7 Arcadia, 1
188 0:1aldbka, St. 1

1C nadiscn, Jt', 8
190 L e St. 1
191 Test Allis, Jt. 1
192 Mario norree Falls, St. 1

193 Menomonee Falls, St. 1
194 Men.uonee Falls, St. 1
195 Rice Lake, St. 1
196 Stratforx St. 5
197 Stratford, St. 5
198 Case , St. 3
199 Oconto Falls, St. 2
200 Owen, Jt.1

.

201 Green Bay, St. 1
202 Grantsb g, St. 1
203 Sheboygan, St. 1
204 Rezholt, St. 5
205 Chippel7a Falls, St. 1
207 Cazenovia (Wetton), Jt. 1
208 P rt Washington, St. 1

209 Mellen, St. 1

210 Glidden, St. 1
211 Park Fans', St. 2

S. 0
18 1hc, S. 1
19 Brigo'
7 aefr, S. 1
11 Pu iy t
7 eoa, S. 1
13 Dly n t
7 ul er t
7 oa t
7 oie, S. 1
7 afed t 1

1 ared t
7 tvn on, S. 1
10 Sees P it t
8 od d a, S. 1
12 Mla, S. 1
13 Mh, S. 1
14 Tgro, S. 2
.15 Tgro, e ., J,

8 onte t 0
17 Acda
8 :adk, S. 1

1 aic, J'
9 S. 1
11 Ts li, J. 1
12 Mro nre al, S. 1
13 Mnmne Fls t
9 e.oe al, S. 1
15 Rc ae t

9 tafr t
9 tafr, S. 5
18 Cs t
9 cno Fls t
0 wn t1 .

21 Gen By t
0 rns , S. 1
23 Seogn t
0 ehl, S. 5
25 Cipla Fls t
0 aeoi Wto) t
0 t Wsigo, S. 1
29 Mle, S. 1
20 Gidn t
1 ak Fn' t
1 asal t

1 ei, S. 1
24 :n r
1 adr, S. 1
26 ?les t

1 al Cek t
1 tes t
1 uunae t

212 Marshall, St. 2
213 Pepin, St. 1
214 :an rn
215 :alders, St. 1
216 ?alders, Xt. 1
217 Fall Creek, Jt.
218 Athens, Jt. 2
219 Auburndale, St. 1



No. School District

220
221
222
223
224
226.

227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234 :Hayward, Jt. 1
235 .Cochrane-Fountain City,Jt.1
236 Lancaster, Jt.'3
237 Luxemburg, St. 1
238 Waupun, St. 1
239 Peshtlgo, St. 1
240 Plainfield, St. 1
241 Plainfield, Jt. 1
242 New Holstein, St. 5
243 Bonduel
244
245
246
247
248
249
240
251
252
253
254

255
256
247

258
259
26
261
262.

263
264
265
266
267
26

Gratiot, Jt. 1, 6,
Cuba City, Jt. 9

Trempealeau, St. 1
Whitehall, Jt. 5
St. Francis, Jt. 6
Lodi, Jt. 1
Gays Mills 2 St. 3
Rosendale, Jt. 22
Spencer, St. 1
De Soto, St. 9
Port Washington, Jt. 1
Marathon, Jt. 1
Milton

Durand, St. 1
Wisconsin Elapids, Jt. 1
Minocqua, St. 1
Hudson, Jt. 1
Hudson, St. 1
La Crosse, Jt. 5
Horicon, St. 10
Rhinelandeci, St. 1
Waterford ANIS-
oyceville, St. 1

Spring Valley, St. 1
Ladysmith,-St. 1
Bd orto Jt..

Pert. Wing.,*St. 1

Colfax..
Colf
Colfax
.Clintonville, St. 1
Edgar) St. 6
Boseobel) Jt. 6
Xi 1, St. 1
Eau el ire, St. 5
Eau Claire, St. 5
C us, to 1
Wiseftnsin *ells, st. i

269 Superior //5
270 Sale , St. 1
271 Iruszels #1

No. School District

212 Yonnsond Creek, Jt. 8
273 Cedar Grove, Jt. 1
274 Hillsboro, Jt. 3
275 Ondossagon
276 Fr4nklin, St. 5
277 Barneveld, Jt. 15
278 Markesan, Jt. 3
279 Wales, St. 12
280 Winter, Jt. 1
281 Merrill, St. 1
282 North Fond du Lac, Jt. 11
283 Menomonie, Jt. 1
284 Somerset, Jt. 1
285 Marinette, Jt. 1
286 Marinette, Jt.. 1
287 Wisconsin School for the

Visually Handicapped
288 Wisconsin School for the

Deaf
290 New Lisbon, Jt. 1
290 Yorkville, Jt. 2
291 Colfax
292 Gilmanton (Coop) St. 2
293 Melrose-Mindoro, Jt. 1
294 Marion, St. 3
295 Sussex (Hamilton), St. 16
296 Sussex (Hamilton) St. 16
298 Oshkosh, Jt. 1
299 Medford, St. 1.
300 Campbellsport
'301 Campbellsport
302 Milltown, Jt. .4
303
304
305
306
307 Adams-Friftdship, St. 1
308 South Milwaukee
309 Brillion, St. 2
310 Spooner
311 Shawano, St. 8
312 Palmyra, St. 1
313 Goodman, St. 1
314 Waunakee, Jt. 4
315 Y herst, St. 2
316 New London, St. 3
317 Slinger, St. 1.

318 Iola - Scandinavia, St. 1

319 Ellsworth, St. 1
320 Waterto St. 1

321 Delairan-D ien H. S.

Tomah, St. 1
Tomah, St. 1
Tomah, Jt. 1
Tomah, St. 1

11
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*.

I

School iDistrict
.

.

322 :triP.611,'ji: 1.,
323 Meitaalla;' %.1t. 1
324 Menasha,'St. 1
325 I1ym4mth1.4t.
326 3eff4rson;.*St. 1
327 ''Jeffersaii;Jt. 3.
328 ManitoW0;.J.t. 1
329, Amery,%Ji:
.330 Amery.; Jt; 5
331 -Amery'i.jt....5..
332:- PO-doev..ili, St.. 3.

333 Alsoniii;.*St: 1 ,.
335 ,Otsea..;';3`.t..

:!.: 336 ' Minei..al. Point
Jt. 4

338 'OndoSsagon, St. 1
339 Ondossagon, St. 1
340 -Upwards, Grove, J. 2
341 Thdrtcitiville , Jt .
.342 Elkhart !Ake, St: 1

St.. 1.
Oakfield; Jt. 1

1,pj Spring.Gteon,
0346' .WoneWOC,:' 1 ..

.'347 1.1enthOlik,S*;;5
348 DeFOr,est"..".-
349 pit .tOnd't (St . Croix, 'Cent ) ,Jt .1
350 Drurciesnd.; .

351 HigTgind`......
352 Marshfield, Jt, 1 .,
353 Maisbfield,
354 Osceola
355 Stoughton,.St.A
356 St. Croix Pails ..

56 D'arliiigton, Jt. 12
358 t?iid ":
359 Meltose4findora, Ji? 5
360 Eau Clafre, St. 5 (j6))
362 Medford, St. 1.
363 Tomah4wk,..J.4: .1
364 Green*Bay';'..St. 1
365 Greeti:
366 Green
367 Westby,
613 wilmat:uks (04)

; '

No.. .1 School district
;;.

ik

369. Port* Wing , Jt.3.
370 Phillips, it. 1.
371 Rib Lake
372 Whitewater', St. 1
373 entic, St. 3
374 LoMira, St. 5
375 Sballsburg
376 e.13irnamwood, St. 7
377 Coleman, Jt. 1
378 Rothschild-Schofield, St. 1
379 'Rothschild-Schofield, St. 1
380 :Spooner
381 Sciuth Wayne.',"St. ,4.
382 -Witshbitin,-St..- 1'. .

383 Turtle
384 Vfroqua, .1 :

385 Oostburg
366 Independence booi, Jt. 6
387 ''Mayvil1e,,A...;5

388 Scott, A:.
Omko"* -:.389

.'390.';;Manavd.;
393. Suring, %.

392 .Colfax '. ;*.

393 Bowler,.4.
394 Dodgeville .

395 Mellen, St.',
396 Pond. .dia IgEid;
397 Westby;'4'.
398 Mosinee, 4.. 4..
400. '
401 Sh6rewoodSt..."4
402 Cumberlatid, St.! 2
403 IBerlin,jt. 1
404 Cedar Grovel .St.
405 Dousman
406 Prairie du Sac, St... 3
407 Praizie dü Sac. St.t. 3
408 Ontario *(Norwalk) ;::"St. 2
409 Cassirill'e;* J 8
4cj vre jt

Amer, 'St. 5
412 Rotholt, St. 5
413 Maple, 4. 1
.414 M41e, Jt. 1

El

.



No. School District

415 Baraboo, Jt. 1
416 La Crosse,Jt. 5
417 4ales-Gengsee (C p) Jt. 5
418 Eau Claire,Jt. 5
419 Cashton, Jt. 1
420 Patch Grovela. 1
421 Muskego
422 Muskeg()

423 3ruce

424 Raymond, Jt. 14

425 Orummond .

426 Elkhorn
427 Elkhorn
428
429
430
431
432
433
434
435
436
437
438
439
440
441
442

443
444
445 .

446

447
448
449
450
451
452

453
454
455
456
457
456
459
460
462

463.

464
05

Clinton, Jt. 10
Crivitz, h. 1
Fairchild, Jt. 1.
Solon Springs

Elmwq9d,.a.'6
Greenfield, Jt. 6
Prescott, Jt. 1
Webster.

Glenwood City, Jt. 1
Plum .City; Jt. 3
Oconomowoc, Jt. 3
Bloomington, Jt0 2
Union Grove UHS
Cambridge, Jt. 5
Antigo, Jt. 1
Clinton, Jt.'10
Beloit, Jt. 1
Baldwin, Jt. 4
Paris, Jt. 1
Gilman, Jt. 2
Wrightstown, Jt. 1
Hilbert, Jt. 4
De Soto, A. 9
Hartford UHS
Maustcn, Jt. 1
Cedarburg, Jt. 1
Shawano, Jt. 8
utternut, Jto 1
Chetek, Jt. 5
Kiel, Alt.' 1

].ington UHS
Princeton, Jt. 2
M nticello, Jt. 3
Reedsb gp Jt. 1
Adams-Friendship
Hartford, Jt. 1
Belleville

No. School District

466 Rice Lake, Jt. 1
467 Rice Lake, Jt. 1
468 Rice Lake, Jt. 1
469 Rice Lake, Jt. 1
470 Rice Lake, Jt. 1
471 Richland Center, Jt. 2
472 Westboro, A. 1
473 Salem, Jt. 2

474 Nekoosa, Jt. 1
475 Rio, Jt. 5

476 Potosi, Jt. 10

477 Nuscoda
478 Springfield (Waunakee)
479 Cambria
00 Edgar, Jt. 6
481 Hazel Green Coop.
482 Howard-Suamico, Jt. 1

483 Athens, Jt. 2

484 dip. Rapids, Jt. 1

485 iionona Grove, Jt. 4
486 Hayward #2
488 Argyle, Jt. 1
489 OndossaLon lic (Ashland)
490 Randall, Jt. 1
491 Stcughton, Jt. 3
492 Eau O1 afire, Jt. 5

493 Orfordville, Jt. 4
494 henomonie
495 Kewauneep Jt. 1
496 KewauneeD Jt. 1
497 Abbotsford, Jt. 1
498 Neillsville, Jt. 4
499 South Milwaukee
500 Gays hills, Jt. 3
501 Black River Falls, Jt. 2
502 Black River Falls, As, 2
503 4hitefish Bay, A. 1
504 Pewaukee, A. 1
505 Green Lake, Jt. 1
506 Owen-Vithee, Jt. 1
507 Stanley -Boyd, Jt. 4
508 Spencer, Jt, 1
509 Granton, Jt. 4
510 i'iondovi, Jt. 1

511 Brussels #2
512 Luck, Jt. 3
513 Luck, Jt. 3
514 Stevens Point, Jt. 1
515 Stevens Pint, Jt. 1
516 Stevens Pint, Jt. 1



. .

No. Sthdol Didtriet

517 WjzeIa., Jto 2
518 Geymaritown: Jt. 1
519 Waytoma Jt. 1
520 Rand, 111: Jt. 6
521 Wausaukee: Jt. 1

triad Rose:.Jto 2

525 Glenwood- Spring Valley (Coop)
526 Sun prairie, Jt. 2
527 Glenwood,City.:
528 Kewasl,pm: Jt. 2
529 Waupaca, Jt. 1
530 Alma: Jt. 1
531 Weyerhauser, Jt. 3
532 Juneaux Jt. 11
533 Oconomowoc (iAerton), A. 4
534 'Wittenberg, Jt. 3
535 Kimberly, Jt. 6
536 Auburndale, Jt. 1
537 p.eed.sville Jt. 1
538 Pittsville
539 Pittsville.

. 540 Brandon, Jt.12
541 ¶feyauwega, Jt. 2
542 N#eatl d, Jt. 1:

543 De'orest, Jt. 10-
544 MUicilfatoni-Jt.-12
545 'Stockbridge, Jt. 1
546 Ziddleton, Jt. 3
547 Port.wsoington, 1.

548 Bear Creeki.Jt. 5
549 PtairiA du Chien, Jt. 1
550 Tomah; Jt. 1
551 Two. Riv.ers, Jt. l.

552 Hollandale %

553 Campbellsport #3
014 *Birchwood
555 bosthprg:. Jto 114:
556 Waup4.a

557 *sem
558 Wags 110.:

559 Wausah,.1;

560 Wausau.1L
561 Lake G qnevol(Coop)
562 Taylor: Jtb..4
563 Clayton, Jto 1
564 Beaver D .

565. liai.F4rge: Jt. 15.
566 B, Me .River

567- 4PMOngo tit. 8
568 G alesvilleo QM. 1
569 Clear lake: no 1

:

No. School District

570 Yaukesha
571 Casco UHS
572 Ashland, Jt. 1
573 Ashland, Jt. 1
575 ribnroe, Jt. 1

576 New Holstein, Jt. 5
577 Merton (Cocp) Jt. 9
576 De Pere: Jt. 2
579 )gestfie14 #3
580 Lena, Jt. 2
581 Mosinee, Jt. 1
50 Freceric, J. 3
584 Union Grove, Jt. 1
585 Winneconne, Jt. 1
586 De Pere, Jt. 1
587 Southern Colony
589 Hurley, Jt. 1
590 %bite lake, Jt. 2 .

591 Neenah
592 Baraboo, Jt. 1
593 Goodman-Armstrong, Jt. 1
594 WashbuTn Jt. 1
595 Niagara, Jt. 1
596 Bby6eVille #2
597 Oconto, Jt. '1 .

598 Superior 0,
599 Evansirille;:Jt. 6
600 rtilwailpe Vocational
601 Walworth (Co*
602 New Holstein, Jt. 5
603 Goodman-Armstrong: Jt. 1
604 Fredonia, Jt. 1
605 Rice take, Jt. 1
606 Pembine 12
607 Pembin6 #3
608 Pembine #4
609 inel'ander UHS
61 Neenah
611 Sp° nei #3'
612 Kiel; Jt. 1,
613 Oshkosh, Jt. 1
614 0cont Jt. 1
615 Seneca, Jt. 1
616 Valdeies: Jt. 1
617 Poriage,.ao 1
618 qustisfox'd, Jt. 7
619 Durand.
620 iairie Farm, Jt. 5
621 Mt. Horeb: Jt. 6
622 Neenah
623 Kiel: Jt. 1

is



No. School District

62L Hipricon, Jt. 10
625 Bristol, Jt. 1
626 Grafton, Jt. 1
628 kinong,,Jt. 1
631 C.E.S.A. #7
632 oadison Dept. Pub.

Welfare-Ois. Southern
Colony

633 qest Bend, Jt. 1
635 Neenah
636 Grantsburg, Jt. 1
637 Rochester (Coop)
638 OcontoTalls, A. 2
639 Oconto Falls, Jt. 2
640 Laonal Jt. 1
641 Tony, Jt. 1
6L.2 Tony, Jt. 1
643 Tony, Jt. 1
644 Sussex (Hamilton), Jt. 16
645 Florence, Jt. 1
646 Thorp, Jt. 1
647 Hondovi, Jt. 1
648 Appleton, Jt. 10
6149 Appleton, Jt. 10
650 Pelican, Jt. 1
651 Chilton, Jt. 1
652 Holcombe, Jt. 11
653 Fall River, Jt. 1
654 Greendale
655 Lake Mills, Jt. 1
656 Waupaca #2
657 Srarta, Jt. 1
65 Boyceville #3
659 Fort Atkinson, Jt. 6
660 Beloit-Turtle, Jt. 1
66]. Cameron, Jt. 1
662 Little Chute, Jt. 1
663 New Auburn, Jt. 11
664 Waterl, o, Jt. 1
665 Watertown, Jt. 1
666 Mayville, A. 5
667 Northern Colony

Chiopewa Falls
668 hadisin Dept. b.

Welfare-Wis. Southern
Colony

669 I,adison Dept, Pubs .

Welfare-Wis. Southern
Colony

No, School District

670 Madison Dept. Pub,
Welfare-Central Colony

671 Hawkins (Coop), Jt. 1
672 Pulaski, Jt. 5
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